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TITLE  7— AGRICULTURE 

Chapter  IX — Agricultural  Marketing 
Service  (Marketing  Agreements  and 
Orders),  Department  of  Agriculture 

Subchapter  B — Prohibitions  of  Imported 
Commodities 

[Avocado  Regulation  No.  5,  Amdt.  1] 

Part  1067 — Avocados 

Pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  section 
8e  of  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Agree¬ 
ment  Act  of  1937,  as  amended  (48  Stat. 
31,  as  amended;  7  U.  S.  C.  601  et  seq.;  68 
Stat.  906,  1047),  paragraph  (a)  (6)  of 
§  1067.5  (Avocado  Regulation  No.  5;  23 
P.  R.  4352)  is  hereby  amended  to  read 
as  follows : 

(6)  Avocados  of  any  variety  not  spec¬ 
ified  in  subparagraphs  (2)  through 
(5)  of  this  paragraph  shall  not  be  im¬ 
ported  during  the  period  beginning  at 
12:01  a.  m.,  e.  s.  t.,  August  10,  1958,  and 
ending  at  12:01  a.  m.,  e.  s.  t„  August  25, 
1958,  unless  the  individual  fruit  in  each 
lot  of  such  avocados  weigh  at  least  10 
-ounces:  Provided,  That  any  lot  of  such 
avocados  may  be  imported  without  re¬ 
gard  to  the  minimum  weight  require¬ 
ments  of  this  subparagraph  if  the  exte¬ 
rior  seedcoat  of  the  individual  fruit  is  of 
a  brown  color  characteristic  of  a  mature 
avocado,  or  if  such  avocados,  when  ma¬ 
ture,  normally  change  color  to  any  shade 
of  red  or  purple  and  any  portion  of  the 
skin  of  the  individual  fruit  has  changed 
to  the  color  normal  for  that  fruit  when 
mature. 

Findings  and  determinations,  (a)  It 
is  hereby  determined,  on  the  basis  of 
the  further  information  which  is  now 
available,  that  the  requirements  set 
forth  in  this  amendment  are  comparable 
to  the  maturity  regulation  presently  in 
effect  for  the  same  type  of  avocados 
grown  in  south  Florida,  which  regula¬ 
tion  was  published  in  the  Federal 
Register  (§  969.316;  23  F.  R.^349,  5476). 

(b)  It  is  hereby  found  that  it  is  im¬ 
practicable,  unnecessary,  and  contrary 
to  the  public  interest  to  give  prelimi¬ 
nary  notice,  engage  in  public  rule  making 
procedure,  and  postpone  the  effective 
time  of  this  amendment  beyond  that 
hereinafter  specified  (5  U.  S.  C.  1001  et 
seq.)  because  (1)  this  amendment  of 
the  existing  import  regulations  is  neces¬ 
sary  to  effectuate  the  purposes  of  sec¬ 


tion  8e  of  the  Agricultural  Marketing 
Agreement  Act  of  1937,  as  amended  (48 
Stat.  31,  as  amended;  7  U.  S.  C.  601  et 
seq.;  68  Stat.  906,  1047) ;  (2)  compliance 
with  this  amendment  to  the  avocado  im¬ 
port  restrictions  will  not  require  any 
special  preparation  which  cannot  be 
completed  by  the  effective  time;  and  (3) 
this  amendment  relieves  restrictions  on 
the  importation  of  avocados  into  the 
United  States. 

Effective  time.  The  provisions  of  this 
amendment  shall  become  effective  at 
12:01  a.  m.,  e.  s.  t.,  August  10,  1958. 

(Sec.  401,  68  Stat.  907,  as  amended;  7  U.  S.  C. 
608e-l) 

Dated:  August  4,  1958. 

[seal]  S.  R.  Smith, 

Director,  Fruit  and  Vegetable 
Division,  Agricultural  Mar¬ 
keting  Service. 

[F.  R.  Doc.  58-6333;  Filed,  Aug.  7,  1958; 
8:46  a.  m.] 


TITLE  21— FOOD  AND  DRUGS 

Chapter  I — Food  and  Drug  Adminis¬ 
tration,  Department  of  Health,  Edu¬ 
cation,  and  Welfare 
Subchapter  B — Food  and  Food  Products 

Part  120 — Tolerances  and  Exemptions 
From  Tolerances  for  Pesticide  Chemi¬ 
cals  in  or  on  Raw  Agricultural 
Commodities 

tolerances  for  residues  of  o,o-diethyl 

O-  (2-ISOPROPYL-4-METHYL-  6  -PYRIMIDI- 
NYL)  PHOSPHOROTHIOATE 

A  petition  was  filed  with  the  Food  and 
Drug  Administration  by  Geigy  Chemical 
Corporation,  Ardsley,  New  York,  request¬ 
ing  the  establishment  of  tolerances  for 
residues  of  O.O-diethyl  0-(2-isopropyl- 
4-methyl-6-pyrimidinyl)  phosphorothi- 
oate  in  or  on  certain  raw  agricultural 
commodities. 

The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  has  certi¬ 
fied  that  this  pesticide  chemical  is  use¬ 
ful  for  the  purposes  for  which  tolerances 
are  being  established. 

After  consideration  of  the  dat$  sub¬ 
mitted  in  the  petition  and  other  relevant 
material  which  show  that  the  tolerance 
established  in  this  order  will  protect 
the  public  health,  and  by  virtue  of  the 
authority  vested  in  the  Secretary  of 

(Continued  on  next  page) 
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See  Food  and  Drug  Administra¬ 
tion. 
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See  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service; 
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Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  by  the 
Federal  Food,  Drug,  and  Cosmetic  Act 
(sec.  408  (a)  (2) ,  68  Stat.  512 ;  21  U.  S.  C. 
346a  (d)  (2))  and  delegated  to  the 
Commissioner  of  Food  and  Drugs  by  the 

6093  secretary  (21  CFR  120.7  (g) ),  the  regu¬ 
lations  for  tolerances  for  pesticide 

6093  chemicals  in  or  on  raw  agricultural  com¬ 
modities  (21  CFR  Part  120;  21  CFR 
1957  Supp.,  120.153  (23  F.  R.  2769))  are 
amended  by  changing  §  120.153  (b)  to 
read  as  follows: 

§  120.153  Tolerances  for  residues  of 
0,0 -diethyl  0-(2-isopropyl-4-methyl- 
6-pyrimidinyl )  phosphor othioate.  •  *  * 

6094  (b)  o .75  part  per  million  in  or  on 
apples,  apricots,  beans  (snap) ,  beet  roots, 
beet  tops,  broccoli,  cabbage,  cauliflower, 
celery,  cherries,  cucumbers,  figs,  hops, 
lemons,  lettuce,  nectarines,  onions, 
oranges,  peaches,  pears,  peppers,  plums 

6031  (fresh  prunes),  spinach,  strawberries, 
tomatoes. 

Any  person  who  will  be  adversely  af¬ 
fected  by  the  foregoing  order  may,  at 
any  time  prior  to  the  thirtieth  day  from 

6092  the  effective  date  thereof,  file  with  the 
Hearing  Clerk,  Department  of  Health, 

6090  Education,  and  Welfare,  Room  5440,  330 

6093  Independence  Avenue  SW„  Washington 

6092  25,  D.  C.,  written  objections  thereto.  Ob¬ 

jections  shall  show  wherein  the  person 
filing  will  be  adversely  affected  by  this 
order,  specify  with  particularity  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  order  deemed  objectionable 
and  reasonable  grounds  for  the  objec¬ 
tions,  and  request  a  public  hearing  upon 
the  objections.  Objections  may  be  ac- 

6031  companied  by  a  memorandum  or  brief 
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Friday,  August  8,  1958 

in  support  thereof.  All  documents  shall 
hP  filed  in  quintuplicate. 

Effective  date.  This  order  shall  be  ef¬ 
fective  upon  publication  in  the  Federal 
register. 

/sec  701,  52  Stat.  1055,  as  amended;  21 
*  g  q  37i.  interprets  or  applies  sec.  408, 
Sstat.51lL21U.  S.  C.  346a) 

Dated:  August  1, 1958. 

[seal!  Geo.  p-  Larrick, 

Commissioner  of  Food  and  Drugs. 

ip  R  doc.  58-6336;  Filed,  Aug.  7,  1958; 
***  8;47a.  m.] 


FEDERAL  REGISTER 


(Sec.  4,  62  Stat.  1070,  as  amended;  15  XT.  S.  C. 
714b.  Interprets  or  applies  sec.  5,  62  Stat. 
1072,  secs.  101,  401,  403,  406,  63  Stat.  1051, 
1054;  15  U.  S.  C.  714c,  7  U.  S.  C.  1441,  1421, 
1423, 1426) 

Issued  this  4th  day  of  August  1958. 

[seal]  Clarence  D.  Palmby, 
Acting  Executive  Vice  President, 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation. 

[F.  R.  Doc.  58-6342;  Filed,  Aug.  7,  1958; 
8:49  a.  m.] 


sented,  it  has  been  determined  that 
§§  6.41,  6.46,  and  6.51  should  be  amended 
as  indicated  below. 

1.  Section  6.41  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows: 

§  6.41  Seasons  and  limits  on  doves 
and  unld  pigeons.  Subject  to  the  appli¬ 
cable  provisions  of  the  preceding  sec¬ 
tions  of  this  part,  the  areas  open  to  hunt¬ 
ing,  the  respective  open  seasons  (dates 
inclusive),  and  the  daily  bag  and  pos¬ 
session  limits  on  the  species  of  doves  and 
wild  pigeons  designated  in  this  section 
are  prescribed  between  the  dates  of  Sep¬ 
tember  1,  1958,  and  January  15,  1959,  as 
follows: 

(a)  Mourning  doves. 

Daily  bag  limit _ : _ _  10 

Daily  possession  limit _ _ _ _ _ _  20 

Seasons  in:  x 

Alabama1* _ _ _ _  Oct.  1-Oct.  31. 

Nov.  29-Jan.  1. 
Sept.  1-Sept.  28. 
Dec.  13-Jan.  3. 
Sept.  1-Oct.  5. 
Dec.  17-Jan.  15. 
Sept.  1-Sept.  30. 
Sept.  1-Oct.  20. 
Closed  season. 
Sept.  26-Oct.  31. 
Nov.  21-Dec.  19. 
Closed  season. 
Oct.  4— Nov.  2. 

Nov.  27-Dec.  31. 
Sept.  ISOct.  4. 
Dec.  2-Jan.  15. 
Sept.  1-Sept.  15. 
Sept.  1-Nov.  4. 
Closed  season. 
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Arizona  * 


California  * 
Colorado  _. 


Connecticut 


District  of  Columbia. 
Florida 1 _ 


Idaho  _ 

Illinois 1 
Indiana  ... 

Iowa _ 

Kansas _ 

Kentucky 1 
Louisiana 1 


Sept.  1-Oct.  20. 
Sept.  1-Nov.  4. 
Sept.  1-Sept.  15. 
Nov.  27-Jan.  15. 
Closed  season.  , 
Sept.  16-Oct.  30. 
Dec.  17-Jan.  5. 
Closed  season. 
Do. 

Do. 

Sept.  10-Sept.  29. 
Nov.  27-Jan.  10. 
Sept.  1-Oct.  10. 
Nov.  10-Nov.  19. 
Closed  season. 
Do. 

Sept.  1-Oct.  20. 
Closed  •season. 
Do. 

Sept.  1-Oct.  20. 
Closed  season. 
Sept.  6-Oct.  4. 
Dec.  11-Jan.  15. 
Closed  season. 
Do. 

Sept.  1-Oct.  20. 
See  footnote  3. 
Sept.  1-Nov.  4. 
Closed  season. 
Nov.  1-Dec.  31. 
Sept.  15-Oct.  9. 
Dec.  6-Jan.  14. 
Closed  season. 
Sept.  1-Oct.  23. 
Dec.  20-Dec.  31. 
See  footnote  4. 


Maine 


Maryland 1 


(Staple  length— Inches) 


Michigan 


Mississippi 


Missouri 


Montana 


Nebraska _ 

Nevada  _ 

New  Hampshire 
New  Jersey  ____ 

New  Mexico* _ 

New  York _ 

North  Carolina 1 


North  Dakota. 
Ohio . . 


Oklahoma. 


Oregon _ 

Pennsylvania 1 _ 

Puerto  Rico _ 

Rhode  Island1-. 
South  Carolina 1 


(b)  Sea  Island  and  Sealand  cotton. 


(Staple  length— Inches) 


Grade 


South  Dakota. 
Tennessee 1 


56. 05 
66.40 
63.  80 
60.  55 
45. 85 
40. 15 
36.  55 
33.05 
29.55 


Texas 1  * 
Utah  ... 


Closed  season. 
Sept.  15-Nov.  10. 
Dec.  27-Jan.  3. 
Sept.  1-Sept.  30. 
Oct.  17-Dec.  20. 
Closed  season. 
Wyoming _ _ _ -  Do. 

1  Shooting  hours  In  States  Indicated,  12 
o’clock  noon  until  sunset  except  on  Sept. 


Vermont 


Virginia 


1  If  the  legal  minimum  loan  rate  based  on 
the  parity  price  for  extra  long  Btaple  cotton 
a*  of  the  beginning  of  the  marketing  year 
requires  an  increase  in  these  rates,  new 
schedules  will  be  issued. 


VA» 

53.  95 

55.50 

63.15 

64.80 

51.40 

53.25 

47.60 

.50.05 

42. 75 

45.  25 

37. 15 

39.60 

33.  95 

36.15 

30.35 

32.55 

27.00 

29.16 

VyU 

1)2  and  longer 

Grade 

Art* 

New 

Ari- 

New 

Ari- 

New 

zona 

Mex- 

zona 

Mex- 

zona 

Mex- 

and 

ieo 

and 

ieo 

and 

ico 

Cali- 

and 

Cali- 

and 

.  Cali- 

and 

. 

forma 

Texas 

fornia 

Texas 

fornia 

Texas 

, 

56. 35 

56. 75 

58.00 

58.40 

58.60 

59.00 

1. . 

65.55 

55. 95 

57.30 

57.70 

67.90 

58.30 

3 . 

53.70 

54. 10 

55.  65 

66. 05 

56.20 

56.60 

49.  75 

50.15 

52. 30 

52.70 

52.80 

63.20 

I....—... 

44.60 

45.00 

47.  25 

47.65 

47.85 

48.25 

38.75 

39.15 

41.30 

41.70 

41.90 

42.30 

7— ....... 

35.40 

35.80 

37.70 

38. 10 

38. 10 

38.50 

s _ 

31.65 

32.05 

33.95 

34.  35 

34.50 

34.90 

• - 

28. 10 

28.50 

30.40 

30.80 

30.80 

31.20 
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both  kinds,  and  the  possession  limit  Is  20 
of  which  not  more  than  10  may  be  white - 
winged  doves. 

(c)  Band-tailed  pigeons. 

Daily  bag  and  possession  limit _ _ _  6 

Seasons  in : 

California : 

Counties  of: 

Del  Norte _ 

Humboldt _ 

Lassen _ 

Mendocino _ 

Modoc  _ '  Oct.  1-Oct.  31. 

Shasta _ 

Siskiyou  _ 

Tehama _ 

Trinity  _ 

Remainder  of  State _ Dec.  ll-Jan.10. 

Oregon 1 - Sept.  1-Sept.  28. 

Washington - Sept.  1-Sept.  30. 

1  In  Oregon  the  seasonal  limit  is  30. 

2.  Section  6.46  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows: 

§  6.46  Seasons  and  limits  on  rails,  gal - 
linules,  and  woodcock.  Subject  to  the 
applicable  provisions  of  the  preceding 
sections  of  this  part,  the  areas  open  to 
hunting,  the  respective  open  seasons 
(dates  inclusive),  and  the  daily  bag  and 
possession  limits  on  the  species  desig¬ 
nated  in  this  section  are  prescribed  be¬ 
tween  the  dates  of  September  1,  1958, 
and  February  12,  1959,  as  follows: 

(a)  Atlantic  Flyway  States. 


14  and  16  in  Tfexas  the  shooting  hours  are 
from  2:00  p.  m.  until  sunset. 

3  In  Alabama  the  dally  bag  and  possession 
limit  is  10  mourning  doves.  In  Arizona 
the  daily  bag  limit  is  10  mourning  doves  and 
25  white-winged  doves,  and  the  possession 
limit  Is  10  mourning  doves  and  25  white¬ 
winged  doves.  In  California,  the  daily  bag 
and  possession  limit  on  mourning  and  white¬ 
winged  doves  Is  10,  singly  or  In  the  aggre¬ 
gate  of  both  kinds.  In  New  Mexico,  the  daily 
bag  limit  will  be  10  mourning  doves  or  10 
white-winged  doves  or  10  In  the  aggregate 
of  both  kinds  with  20  in  possession  singly  or 
in  the  aggregate.  In  Texas  the  daily  bag 
limit  on  mourning  and  white-winged  doves  is 
10,  singly  or  In  the  aggregate  of  both  kinds, 
and  the  possession  limit  is  20  of  which  not 
more  than  10  may  be  white-winged  doves. 

•Oregon:  Mourning  doves  in  Hood  River, 
Jefferson,  Sherman,  Wasco,  and  all  counties 
west  of  the  Cascade  Summit  except  Jackson 
County,  Sept.  1-Sept.  28.  In  Jackson  County 
and  all  other  counties  east  of  the  Cascade 
Summit  except  those  named  above,  Sept.  1- 
Sept.  14. 

*  Texas:  Mourning  doves  in  Val  Verde,  Kin¬ 
ney,  Uvalde,  Medina,  Bexar,  Comal,  Hays, 
Travis,  Williamson,  Milam,  Robertson,  Leon, 
Houston,  Cherokee,  Nacogdoches,  and  Shelby 
Counties  and  all  oounties  north  and  west 
thereof.  Sept.  1-Oct.  20;  in  the  rest  of  State 
(but  not  including  Cameron,  Hidalgo,  Starr, 
Zapata.  Webb,  Maverick,  Dimmit,  La  Salle, 
Jim  Hogg,  Brooks,  Kenedy,  and  Willacy 
Counties) ,  Oct.  1-Nov.  19;  in  these  latter 
counties  Sept.  14  and  Sept.  16  and  from 
Oct.  1-Nov.  17.  _ 


(b)  Mississippi  Flyway  States. 


Ralls  and  Galli- 
miles  (except 
coots) 


AH 
others 
(singly 
or  in 
aggre¬ 
gate) 


Woodcock 


Daily  bag  limits.. 
Possession  limits. 


Seasons  in: 

Alabama _ 

Arkansas _ 

Illinois . 

Indiana _ 

Iowa _ 

Kentucky _ 

Louisiana _ 

M  ichigan:  3 
Zone  1  and  2. 


See  footnote  1... 
Nov.  2-Jan.  10.. 
Closed  Season.. 
Sept.  1-Nov.  9.. 
Closed  Season.. 
Nov.  20-Jan.  10. 
Oct.  4-Dec.  12.. 


Dec.  12-Jan.  21 
Deo:  1-Jan.  4. 

Oct.  25-Dec.  3. 
Closed  season. 
Nov.  20-Dec.  9. 
Dec.  12-Jan.  20. 

Oct.  1-Not.  0. 
Oct.  20-Nov.  t 
Oct.  1-Not.  t 
Dec.  10-Jan.  18. 
Nov.  10-Dec.  n. 
Oct.  1-Nov.  8. 
Nov.  27-Ian.  s, 
Oct.  1-Nov.  0. 


Minnesota. 

Mississippi. 

Missouri... 

Ohio _ 

Tennessee.. 

Wisconsin.. 


»  The  seasons  for  hunting  rails  and  gallinales  in  Ala¬ 
bama  will  be  prescribed  at  a  later  date. 

*  Michigan:  Zones  for  hunting  woodcock  are  as  defined 
by  State  law,  order,  or  regulations  of  the  Michigan  De¬ 
partment  of  Conservation.  * 

(c)  Central  Flyway  States. 


Rails  and  Gal- 
linules  (except 
coots) 


(b)  White-winged  doves. 

Dally  bag  and  possession  See  footnote  I. 

limit. 

Seasons  in: 

Arizona _ Sept.  1-Sept.  28 

Dec.  13-Jan.  3. 

California : 

Counties  of : 

Imperial  _ Sept.  1-Sept.  30. 

Riverside _  Do. 

San  Bernardino Do. 

Remainder  of  State _ Closed  season. 

New  Mexico _ Sept.  1-Oct.  20. 

Texas: 1 

Counties  of: 

Brewster _ _ ) 


Rails  and  Gal- 
linules  (except 
coots) 


Woodcock 


All 

others 
(singly 
or  in  ag¬ 
gregate) 


Woodcock 


All 

others 
(singly 
or  in  ag¬ 
gregate) 


Daily  bag  limits.. 
Possession  limits. 


Seasons  in: 
Colorado. 


Daily  bag  limits  . 
Possession  limits. 


Closed  season. 
Do. 

Do. 

Oct.  4-Nov.  12. 
Closed  season. 
Oct.  1-Nov.  9. 
Nov.  23-Jan.  1. 
Closed  season. 
Dec.  8-Jan.  16. 
Closed  season. 


Sept.  1-Nov.  9. 

_ do _ 

Closed  season.. 
Oct.  4- Dec.  12. 
Nov.  2-Jan.  10 
Oct.  I- Dec.  9.. 


Montana _ 

Nebraska . 

New  Mexico.. 
North  Dakota. 
Oklahoma . 


Seasons  in: 

Connecticut _ 

Delaware _ 

District  of  Co¬ 
lumbia. 

Florida _ 

Georgia _ _ _ 

Maine.. . . 

Maryland. . 

Massachusetts. 
New  Hampshire 

New  Jersey _ 

New  York:  > 
Counties  of: 
Nassau _ 


Sept.  l-Oct.  20... 
Sept.  1-Nov.  8.. 
Closed  season... 

Sept.  13-Nov.  16 
8ept.  10-Nov.  18 
Sept.  20-Nov.  28 
Sept.  1-Oct.  20  . 
Oct.  20-Dec.  28. 
Sept.  1-Nov.  9.. 
Sept.  1-Nov.  8.. 


Oct.  25-Nov.  29. 
Nov.  21-Dec.  30. 
Closed  season. 


Closed  season.. 
Sept.  1-Nov.  9. 
Closed  season.. 


South  Dakota. 

Texas _ 

Wyoming..... 


Dee.  13-Jan.  11. 
Dec.  12-Jan.  20. 
Oct.  1-Nov.  8. 
Nov.  15-Dec.  24. 
Oct.  20-Nov.  28. 
Oct.  1-Nov.  9. 
Oct.  18-Nov.  26. 


Culberson 
Dimmit  _. 
El  Faso... 
Hidalgo  .. 
Hudspeth 
Jeff  Davis. 
Jim  Hogg. 


3.  Section  6.51  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows: 

§  6.51  Seasons  and  limits  on  water¬ 
fowl,  coots,  and  Wilson’s  snipe.  Subject 
to  the  applicable  provisions  of  the  pre¬ 
ceding  sections  of  this  part,  the  areas 
open  to  hunting,  the  respective  open  sea¬ 
sons  (dates  inclusive) ,  and  the  daily  bag 
and  possession  limits  on  the  species  of 
waterfowl  and  on  coots  and  Wilson's 
snipe  as  designated  in  this  section  are 
prescribed  between  the  dates  of  Septem¬ 
ber  1,  1958,  and  February  15,  1959,  as 
follows: 

(a)  Alaska. 


Nov.  1-Nov.  24. 
Do. 

Oct.  16-Nov.  24, 


Suffolk 


Remainder  of 
State. 

North  Carolina. 
Pennsylvania... 
Puerto  Rico... 
Rhode  Island.. 
South  Carolina 

Vermont _ 

Virginia.. . 

West  Virginia. 


Nov.  Z7-Jan.  5. 
Oct.  15-Nov.  22. 
C'osed  season. 
Nov.  1-Dec.  10. 
Dec.  12-Jan.  20. 
Oct.  1-Nov.  9. 
Nov.  17-Dec.  26. 
Oct.  17-Nov.  25. 


Sept.  10-Nov.  18. 
Sept.  1-Nov.  8... 
Dec.  15-  Feb.  12.. 

Oct.  1-Dec.  9 _ 

Sept.  13-Nov.  21. 
Sept.  1-Nov.  9... 
Sept.  13-Oet.  31.. 
Oct.  17-Dec.  25.. 


Kinney 


La  Salle.. 
Maverick 
Presidio  _ 

Starr  _ 

Terrell  __ 
Val  Verde 
Webb  ... 
Willacy  _ 


1  New  York:  The  shooting  hours  during  which  wood¬ 
cock  may  be  taken  shall  be  9  a.  m.  to  5  p.  m.  on  the  first 
day  of  the  respective  seasons  and  from  7  a.  m.  to  5  p.  m. 
on  each  day  thereafter. 


Zapata 


Remainder  of  State _ Closed  season.  _ 

1  In  Arizona  the  dally  bag  limit  is  10 

mourning  doves  and  25  white-winged  doves,  :  » - 

and  the  possession  limit  is  10  mourning  and  Dally  bag  limits. 
25  white-winged  doves.  In  California,  the 
dally  bag  and  possession  limit  on  mourning 
and  white-winged  doves  is  10,  singly  or  in 
the  aggregate  of  both  kinds.  In  New  Mexico, 
the  daily  bag  limit  will  be  10  mourning  doves 
or  10  white-winged  doves  or  10  in  the  aggre¬ 
gate  of  both  kinds  with  20  in  possession 
singly  or  in  the  aggregate.  In  Texas  the  dally 
bag  limit  on  mourning  and  white-winged 
doves  is  10,  singly  or  in  the  aggregate  of 


Wilson’s  Snipe 


Ducks  1 


Geese  * 


Coots 


Brant 


Sept.  1-Oct.  15. 


Seasons  throughout  Alaska. 


1  Duck*.  In  Wildlife  Management  Units  8,  9,  10,  find  16  through  26,  as  described  in  50  OFR  46.2,  the  daily  N! 
limit  for  old-squaw,  harlequin,  scoter,  and  eider  ducks  and  American  and  red-breasted  merganser  ducks  is  10  singly 
or  in  the  aggregate,  and  the  possession  limit  is  20  singly  or  in  the  aggregate  of  all  kinds  of  such  ducks.  These  Inn® 
may  be  tAken  and  i>ossessed  in  addition  to  the  limits  prescribed  in  the  above  table  for  other  ducks.  In  United  to  J 
and  11  to  15,  both  inclusive,  the  bag  limits  on  American  and  red-breasted  merganser  ducks  are  5  dally  and  10  in  pc*- 
session,  singly  or  in  the  aggregate  of  both  kinds,  which  limits  may  be  in  addition  to  the  limits  prescribed  in  the  above 
table  for  other  ducks.  ,  ,  . 

*  Oeete.  The  daily  bag  limit  must  Inolude  not  less  than  two  snow  geese  and  the  possession  limit  must  include  not 
less  than  4  snow  geese. 
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Friday,  August  8 ,  1958 

4.  paragraphs  (b),  (c),  (d),  (e),  and 
(f)  of  S  6-51  are  deleted. 

,o*.  3  40  Stat.  755.  as  amended;  16  U.  S.  C. 
L,  Interpret  or  apply  E.  O.  10250,  16  F.  R. 
538^,  3  CFR,  1951  Supp.) 

The  taking  of  migratory  game  birds 
is  presently  prohibited.  The  foregoing 
amendments  will  serve  to  permit  the 
taking  of  designated  species  of  such 
birds  within  specified  periods  of  time 
beginning  as  early  as  September  1,  as 
has  been  the  case  in  prescribing  hunting 
seasons  in  past  years.  The  hunting  pub¬ 
lic  has  over  the  years  become  accustomed 
to  a  September  1  opening  date  in  many 
areas  on  certain  species  of  migratory 
game  birds  and  many  hunters  make 
hunting  reservations  well  in  advance  of 
such  date.  Because  of  this  fact  and 
since  these  amendments  will  not  be  pub¬ 
lished  at  a  date  early,  enough  to  allow 
the  usual  30-day  period  of  publication 
afforded  by  the  Administrative  Procedure 
Act  of  June  11,  1946  (60  Stat.  237),  if 
hunting  is  to  be  permitted  on  September 
1  and  the  public  to  be  properly  informed 
in  advance,  it  is  clearly  impracticable  to 
authorize  such  period  of  publication. 
Accordingly,  since  it  is  not  in  the  public 
interest  to  afford  the  usual  period  of  pub¬ 
lication  and  since  these  amendments 
serve  to  relieve  existing  restrictions,  the 
provisions  of  the  exceptions  provided  in 
section  4  (c)  of  the  Administrative  Pro¬ 
cedure  Act  of  June  11,  1946,  are  hereby 
invoked  and  the  amendments  shall  be¬ 
come  effective  upon  publication  in  the 
Federal  Register. 

Issued  at  Washington,  D.  C.,  and  dated 
August  4, 1958. 

Fred  A.  Seaton, 
Secretary  of  the  Interior. 

[P.  R.  Doc.  58-6318;  Filed,  Aug.  7,  1958; 

8:45  a.  m.J 


Subchapter  F — Alaska  Commercial  Fisheries 
Part  105 — Alaska  Peninsula  Area 
increase  in  fishing  time 

August  7,  1958. 

Basis  and  purpose.  On  the  basis  of  re¬ 
duced  fishing  effort  and  achieved  escape¬ 
ments  of  red  salmon  in  the  Bear  River 
section  of  the  Alaska  Peninsula  Area,  in¬ 
creased  fishing  time. is  warranted. 

Therefore,  paragraph  (a)  of  §  105.9  is 
amended  by  deleting  all  after  “6  a.  m. 
Thursday”  and  substituting  in  lieu 
thereof  the  following:  ”6  p.  m.  Thurs¬ 
day  to  6  a.  m.  Friday,  6  p.  m.  Friday  to 
6  a.  m.  Saturday,  and  6  p.  m.  Saturday 
to  6  a.  m.  Monday,  1958.” 

This  relaxation  must  be  effected  im¬ 
mediately  if  full  utilization  of  the  run 
is  to  be  achieved.  Accordingly,  notice 
and  public  procedure  are  impracticable 
and  this  amendment  shall  become  effec¬ 
tive  at  6  a.  m.  August  8,  1958.  (60  Stat. 
237;  5  U.  S.  C.  1001  et  seq.) 

(Sec.  1,  43  Stat.  464,  as  amended;  48  U.  S.  C. 
221) 

Harold  E.  Crowther, 

Acting  Director, 

Bureau  of  Commercial  Fisheries. 

IF.  R.  Doc.  58-6424;  Filed,  Aug.  7,  1958; 
10:37  a.  m.] 


TITLE  29— LABOR 

Chapter  V— Wage  and  Hour  Division, 
Department  of  Labor 

Part  608 — Handkerchief,  Square  Scarf, 
and  Art  Linen  Industrie 

Pursuant  to  section  5  of  the  Fair  Labor 
Standards  Act  of  1938,  as  amended  (52 
Stat.  1062,  as  amended;  29  U.  S.  C.  205), 
the  Secretary  of  Labor  by  Administra¬ 
tive  Order  No.  508  (23  F.  ft.  4036),  as 
amended  by  Administrative  Order  No. 
511  (23  F.  R.  5215) ,  appointed,  convened, 
and  gave  notice  of  the  hearing  of  Indus¬ 
try  Committee  No.  40-A  to  recommend 
the  minimum  wage  rate  or  rates  to  be 
paid  under  section  6  of  that  act  (52  Stat. 
1062,  as  amended;  29  U.  S.  C.  206)  to 
employees  in  the  handkerchief,  square 
scarf,  and  art  linen  industry  in  Puerto 
Rico  who  are  engaged  in  commerce  or 
in  the  production  of  goods  for  commerce. 

Subsequent  to  an  investigation  and  a 
hearing  conducted  pursuant  to  the  no¬ 
tice,  the  committee  filed  with  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator  a  report  containing  its  find¬ 
ings  and  recommendations  with  respect 
to  the  matters  referred  to  it. 

Accordingly,  as  authorized  and  re¬ 
quired  by  section  8  of  the  Fair  Labor 
Standards  Act  of  1938,  as  amended  (52 
Stat.  1064,  as  amended ;  29  U.  S.  C.  208) , 
Reorganization  Plan  No.  6  of  1950  (64 
Stat.  1263;  3  CFR,  1950  Supp.,  p.  165), 
and  General  Order  No.  45-A  of  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Labor  (15  F.  R.  3290),  the  rec¬ 
ommendations  of  the  committee  are 
hereby  published  in  this  order  amending 
the  Code  of  Federal  Regulations.  Ef¬ 
fective  August  24,  1958,  29  CFR  Part  608, 
is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

Sec.  \ 

608.1  Definition  of  the  industry. 

608.2  Wage  rates. 

608.3  Notices. 

Authority:  §§  608.1  to  608.3  issued  under 
sec.  8,  52  Stat.  1064,  as  amended;  29  U.  S.  C. 
208.  Interpret  or  apply  sec.  6,  52  Stat.  1062, 
as  amended;  29  U.  S.  C.  206. 

§  608.1  Definition  of  the  industry. 
The  handkerchief,  square  scarf,  and  art 
linen  industry  in  Puerto  Rico,  to  which 
this  part  shall  apply,  is  defined  as  fol¬ 
lows:  The  manufacture  of  plain,  scal¬ 
loped,  or  ornamented  handkerchiefs,  and 
square  scarves;  the  manufacture  of  art 
linens,  including,  but  not  by  way  of  limi¬ 
tation,  table  cloths,  luncheon  cloths, 
altar  cloths,  napkins,  bridge  sets,  table 
covers,  sheets,  pillow  cases,  and  towels; 
and  the  manufacture  of  needlepoint  on 
canvas  or  other  materials:  Provided, 
however.  That  the  industry  shall  not  in¬ 
clude  the  outlining  or  embroidery  of  lace 
by  machine  or  the  embroidery  of  any 
article  or  trimming  by  a  crochet  beading 
process  or  with  bullion  thread. 

§  608.2  Wage  rates,  (a)  Wages  at 
a  rate  of  not  less  than  27  cents  an  hour 
shall  be  paid  under  section  6  of  the  Fair 
Labor  Standards  Act  of  1938,  as 
amended,  by  every  employer  to  each  of 
his  employees  in  the  handkerchief, 
square  scarf,  and  art  linen  industry  in 
Puerto  Rico  who  is  engaged  in  commerce 


or  in  the  production  of  goods  for  com¬ 
merce  and  who  is  engaged  in  the  hand¬ 
sewing  classification  of  that  industry 
which  is  defined  as  the  operations  of 
hand-sewing  as  well  as  hand-embroider¬ 
ing,  hand-embellishing,  ornamental 
stitching,  and  similar  operations  involv¬ 
ing  decorative  effects:  Provided,  how¬ 
ever,  That  mending,  repairing,  sewing  of 
labels,  tacking,  and  similar  operations 
on  articles  which  are  otherwise  wholly 
machine-sewn  shall  not  be  included. 

(b)  Wages  at  a  rate  of  not  less  than 
53  cents  an  hour  shall  be  paid  under  sec¬ 
tion  6  of  the  Fair  Labor  Standards  Act 
of  1938,  as  amended,  by  every  employer  to 
each  of  his  employees  engaged  in  com¬ 
merce  or  in  the  production  of  goods  for 
commerce  and  who  is  engaged  in  the 
other  operations  classification  of  that  in¬ 
dustry  which  ^defined  as  all  operations 
in  the  handkerchief,  square  scarf,  and 
art  linen  industry  in  Puerto  Rico  other 
than  those  operations  in  the  hand-sewing 
classification. 

§  608.3  Notices.  Every  employer  sub¬ 
ject  to  the  provisions  of  §  608.2  shall  post 
In  a  conspicuous  place  in  each  depart¬ 
ment  of  his  establishment  where  em¬ 
ployees  subject  to  the  provisions  of 
§  608.2  are  working  such  notices  of  this 
part  as  shall  be  prescribed  from  time  to 
time  by  the  Administrator  of  the  Wage 
and  Hour  Division  of  the  United  States 
Department  of  Labor  and  shall  give  such 
other  notice  as  the  Administrator  may 
prescribe. 

Signed  at  Washington,  D.  C.,  this  4th 
day  of  August  1958. 

Clarence  T.  Lundquist, 
Administrator. 

[F.  R.  Doc.  58-6343;  Filed,  Aug.  7,  1958; 

8:49  a.  m.] 


TITLE  43— PUBLIC  LANDS: 
INTERIOR 

Chapter  I — Bureau  of  Land  Manage¬ 
ment,  Department  of  the  Interior 

Appendix — Public  Land  Orders 

[Public  Land  Order  1702] 

[Oregon  04595]  , 

Oregon  • 

WITHDRAWING  PUBLIC  LANDS  FOR  USE  OF 
FOREST  SERVICE  FOR  H.  J.  ANDREWS  EXPER¬ 
IMENTAL  FOREST 

By  virtue  of  the  authority  vested  in  the 
President  by  the  act  of  June  4,  1897  (30 
Stat.  34,  36;  16  U.  S.  C.  473)  and  other¬ 
wise,  and  pursuant  to  Executive  Order 
No.  10355  of  May  26, 1952,  it  is  ordered  as 
follows: 

Subject  to  valid  existing  rights,  the 
following-described  public  lands  within 
the  Willamette  National  Forest  in  Ore¬ 
gon  are  hereby  withdrawn  from  all  forms 
of  appropriation  under  the  public  land 
laws,  including  the  mining  but  not  the 
mineral-leasing  laws  nor  the  act  of  July 
31,  1947  (61  Stat.  681;  69  Stat.  367;  30 
U.  S.  C.  601-604)  as  amended,  and  re¬ 
served  for  use  of  the  Forest  Service, 


RULES  AND  REGULATIONS 


ested  parties  may  file  written  exception, 
to  this  revised  recommended  decision 
with  the  Hearing  Clerk,  United  States 
Department  of  Agriculture,  Washington 
25,  D.  C.,  not  later  than  the  close  of  bu&. 
ness  the  fifth  day  after  publication  of 
this  decision  in  the  Federal  Rigistq 
The  exceptions  should  be  filed  in  quad, 
ruplicate. 

Upon  the  basis  of  the  evidence  intro- 
duced  at  the  hearing  and  the  record 
thereof,  the  Deputy  Administrator,  Agri- 
cultural  Marketing  Service,  on  June  ie" 
1958  (23  F.  R.  4415) ,  filed  with  the  Hear¬ 
ing  Clerk,  United  States  Department  of 
Agriculture,  his  recommended  decision, 
containing  notice  of  opportunity  to  file 
written  exceptions  thereto. 

Preliminary  statement.  The  hearing 
on  the  record  of  which  the  proposed  mar¬ 
keting  agreement  and  order,  as  herein¬ 
after  set  forth,  were  formulated,  was  con¬ 
ducted  at  Greenwood,  Mississippi,  on 
August  6-10,  1957,  pursuant  to  notice 
thereof  which  was  issued  July  16,  1951 
(22  F.  R.  5800). 

The  material  issues  of  record  relate  to: 

1.  Whether  the  handling  of  milk  prol, 
duced  for  sale  in  the  proposed  marketing 
area  is  in  the  current  of  interstate  com¬ 
merce,  or  directly  burdens,  obstructs,  or 
affects  interstate  commerce  in  milk  or 
its  products; 

2.  Whether  marketing  conditions  show 
the  need  for  a  milk  marketing  agreement 
or  order  which  will  tend  to  effectuate  the 
policy  of  the  Act;  and 

3.  If  an  order  is  issued  what  its  provi¬ 
sions  should  be  with  respect  to: 

(a)  Thd  scope  of  regulation; 

(b)  The  classification  and  allocation 
of  milk; 

(c)  The  determination  and  level  of 


The  areas  described  aggregate  approx¬ 
imately  15,000  acres. 

This  order  shall  take  precedence  over 
but  not  otherwise  affect  the  existing 
reservation  of  the  lands  for  national 
forest  purposes. 

Roger  Ernst, 

Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Interior. 
August  1, 1958. 

fF.  R.  Doc.  58-6320;  Filed,  Aug.  7,  1958; 
8:45  a.  m.l 


Department  of  Agriculture,  for  the  H.  J. 
Andrews  Experimental  Forest: 

(  Willamette  Meridian 
WILLAMETTE  NATIONAL  FOREST 

T.  15  S.',  R.  5  E.  (unsurveyed) , 

Secs.  11  to  15,  Inclusive; 

Secs.  20  to  36,  inclusive. 

T.  15  S.,  R.  6  E.  (unsurveyed). 

Secs.  7, 18, 19, 20.  29,  30,  31,  and  32. 

T.  16  S.,  R.  5  E.  (unsurveyed) , 

Secs.  1  to  6,  inclusive. 

T.  16  S.,  R.  6  E.. 

Secs.  5  and  6. 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  TREASURY  y" . 

inserting  in  lieu  thereof,  $75;  . 

Bureau  of  Customs  Prior  to  the  final  adoption  of  such 

riorFPP  n  regulations,  consideration  will  be  given 

119  CPK  Parts  1 1  r  24  J  to  any  data,  views,  or  arguments  per- 

Fee  for  Recording  Copyrights,  Trade-  taining  thereto  which  are  submitted  in 
marks,  AND  Trade  Names  writing  to  the  Commissioner  of  Cutoms, 

Bureau  of  Customs,  Washington  25, 
notice  of  proposed  amendment  of  cus-  j-j  q  ^  and  receiVed  not  later  than  30 

toms  regulations  relating  to  fees  days  from  the  date  of  publication  of  this 

A  person  or  firm  having  a  trademark  notice  in  the  Federal  Register.  No 
registered  in  the  United  States  Patent  hearing  will  be  held. 

Office  or  a  copyright  registered  in  the 
Copyright  Office  may  record  such  mark 
or  copyright  with  the  Treasury  Depart¬ 
ment  and  thereafter  preclude  the  im¬ 
portation  of  articles  bearing  marks 
which  copy  or  simulate  such  mark  or 
which  constitute  piratical  copies  of  such 
copyright.  This  service  is  believed  to  be 
a  type  described  in  5  U.  S.  C.  140  as  in¬ 
tended  by  Congress  to  be  self-sustaining 
to  the  fullest  extent  possible.  The  Cus¬ 
toms  Regulations  now  require  the  pay¬ 
ment  of  a  fee  of  $25.  A  review  of  the 
cost  of  providing  this  service  has  indi¬ 
cated  that  the  present  fee  is  not  adequate 
to  recover  the  cost  of  providing  the  serv¬ 
ice.  To  make  it  self-sustaining  to  the 
fullest  extent  possible  it  is  proposed  to 
increase  the  fee  for  such  service  from 
$25  to  $75. 

Notice  is  hereby  given  pursuant  to  sec¬ 
tion  4  of  the  Administrative  Procedure 
Act  (5  U.  S.  C.  1003)  that,  under  the  au¬ 
thority  of  section  42  of  the  Act  of  July 
5, 1946  (15  U.  S.  C.  1124) ,  section  1  of  the 
Act  of  July. 30,  1947  (17  U.  S.  C.  109) 
and  title  V,  section  501  of  the  Act  of  Au¬ 
gust  31,  1951  (5  U.  S.  C.  140),  it  is  pro¬ 
posed  to  amend  §§  11.15  (a),  11.16,  11.19 
(a)  (1),  11.19  (a)  (2)  and  24.12  (a)  (1) 

(i),  Customs  Regulations,  to  require  the 
collection  of  a  fee  of  $75  for  the  services 
described  above.  The  amendment  in 
tentative  form  is  as  follows: 

Section  11.15  (a)  is  amended  by  sub¬ 
stituting  “$75”  for  “$25”  in  the  last 
sentence. 

Section  11:16  is  amended  by  substitu¬ 
ting  “$75”  for  “$25”  in  the  second  sen¬ 
tence. 

Section  11.19  (a)  (1)  is  amended  by 
substituting  “$75”  for  “$25”  in  the  second 
sentence. 

Section  11.19  (a)  (2)  is  amended  by 
substituting  “$75”  for  “$25”  in  the  third 
sentence. 

Section  24.12  (a)  (1)  (i)  is  amended 
by  deleting  the  semicolon  and  the  word 


DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE  class  prices 


(d)  Distribution  of  proceeds  to  pro¬ 
ducers;  and 

(e)  Administrative  provisions. 

Findings  and  conclusions — (1)  Char¬ 
acter  of  the  commerce.  All  milk  to  be 
regulated  by  the  proposed  marketing 
agreement  and  order  is  in  the  current  of 
interstate  commerce,  or  directly  burdens, 
obstructs,  or  affects  interstate  commerce 
in  milk  and  its  products. 

There  is  an  interrelation  of  the  trade 
in  Grade  A  milk  in  the  Mississippi  Delta 
marketing  area  with  the  trade  in  sur¬ 
rounding  areas  in  Mississippi  and  other 
States.  The  proposed  marketing  area 
lies  wholly  within  the  State  of  Mississippi, 
but  included  in  the  area  are  two  Federal 
Government  installations,  namely  Air 
Force  Bases  located  in  Washington  and 
Lowndes  Counties.  Contracts  for  milk 
and  its  products  to  serve  these  installa¬ 
tions  are  issued  on  a  competitive  bid 
basis  with  milk  distributors  in  the  region 
making  bids  to  secure  such  contracts 
from  time  to  time. 

Four  regulated  handlers  under  Order 
No.  87  distribute  milk  on  retail  and 
wholesale  routes  in  the  proposed  market¬ 
ing  area.  One  of  these  four  handlers 
sells  approximately  40  percent  of  its  total 
sales  in  the  Central  Mississippi  market¬ 
ing  area.  This  handler  is  located  in  the 
proposed  Mississippi  Delta  marketing 
area  and  would  be  the  only  one  of  the 
four  Central  Mississippi  marketing  area 
handlers  that  would  become  regulated 


Agricultural  Marketing  Service 
[  7  CFR  Part  905  1 

(Docket  No.  AO-297] 

Handling  of  Milk  in  the  Mississippi 
Delta  Marketing  Area 

NOTICE  OF  REVISED  RECOMMENDED  DECISION 
AND  OPPORTUNITY  TO  FILE  WRITTEN  EX¬ 
CEPTIONS  WITH  RESPECT  TO  PROPOSED 
MARKETING  AGREEMENT  AND  ORDER 

Pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the 
Agricultural  Marketing  Agreement  Act 
of  1937,  as  amended  (7  U.  S.  C.  601  et 
seq.),  and  the  applicable  rules  of  prac¬ 
tice  and  procedure,  governing  the  formu¬ 
lation  of  marketing  agreements  and 
marketing  orders  (7  CFR  Part  900), 
notice  is  hereby  given  of  the  filing  with 
the  Hearing  Clerk  of  this  revised  recom¬ 
mended  decision  of  the  Deputy  Admin¬ 
istrator,  Agricultural  Marketing  Service, 
United  States  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture,  with  respect  to  a  proposed  market¬ 
ing  agreement  and  order  regulating  the 
handling  of  milk  in  the  Mississippi  Delta 
marketing  area.  On  the  basis  of  excep¬ 
tions  to  the  previous  recommended  deci¬ 
sion  the  marketing  area  has  been  en¬ 
larged  as  set  forth  herein.  Because  the 
enlargement  of  the  marketing  area  ex¬ 
tends  the  scope  of  the  regulation  this  re¬ 
vised  recommended  decision  is  being  is¬ 
sued  to  give  interested  parties  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  file  exceptions  thereto.  Inter- 
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der  this  proposed  marketing  agree - 
and  order. 

Located  within  the  proposed  marketing 

-gT'are  three  milk  distributors  that 
SVve  been,  or  currently  are  partially  reg¬ 
elated  by  Federal  Order  No.  87.  There 
Save  been  months  when  these  plants 
toe  fully  regulated  by  Order  No.  87. 
Route  distribution  of  fluid  milk  by  these 
niants  in  the  Central  Mississippi  market- 
toe  area  varies  from  10  to  20  percent  of 
their  total  receipts  from  dairy  farmers. 

Milk  distributors  in  the  proposed  Mis¬ 
sissippi  Delta  area  purchase  bulk  fluid 
milk  from  plants  located  in  Illinois,  Wis¬ 
consin,  and  Tennessee.  Purchased 
Grade  A  nonfat  dry  milk  is  used  to  pro¬ 
duce  buttermilk,  a  milk  product  that 
would  be  classified  as  Class  I  product  as 
provided  elsewhere  in  this  decision. 
Specific  figures  representing  the  total 
volume  of  such  purchases  were  not  given. 
One  handler,  however,  stated  that  pur¬ 
chases  of  bulk  fluid  milk  from  Wisconsin 
and  Tennessee  would  average,  on  annual 
fra-cte,  nearly  a  million  pounds.  Another 
handler  stated  that  sales  of  buttermilk 
represented  12-13  percent  of  his  total 
fluid  milk  products  sales,  A  large  por¬ 
tion  of  this  .buttermilk  was  made  from 
Grade  A  nonfat  dry  milk  (three  car¬ 
loads  of  nonfat  powder  purchased  during 
the  past  year)  purchased  from  sources 
outside  the  State  of  Mississippi.  It  is  a 
general  practice  of  all  handlers  in  the 
proposed  Mississippi  Delta  area  to  pur¬ 
chase  Grade  A  nonfat  dry  milk,  from 
out-of-State  markets,  for  use  in  making 
buttermilk  for  distribution  on  retail  and 
wholesale  routes. 

I  Also,  there  is  evidence  that  Grade  A 
milk  or  cream  is  at  times  moved  in  inter¬ 
state  commerce  by  distributors  who 
would  be  handlers  under  a  Mississippi 
Delta  area  order.  During  the  past  year, 
fluid  milk  was  shipped  from  the  Missis¬ 
sippi  Delta  area  plants  to  markets  in 
Florida,  Arkansas,  and  Louisiana.  The 
quantity  of  such  sales  was  not  available. 

Another  movement  of  milk  in  inter¬ 
state  commerce  by  Mississippi  Delta  area 
Grade  A  plants,  as  herein  defined,  is  their 
disposal  of  a  portion  of  receipts,  that  is 
in  excess  of  fluid  needs,  to  product  manu¬ 
facturing  plants,  or,  in  the  manufacture 
of  dairy  products  with  wide  regional  or 
country-wide  markets.  Besides  such 
evidence  of  interstate  commerce  in  the 
Mississippi  Delta  area  there  is  evidence 
that  the  marketing  of  producer  milk  in 
this  area  directly  affects  interstate  com¬ 
merce  in  milk  and,  milk  products  in 
Mississippi  and  surrounding  States. 
F’arm  supplies  of  Grade  A  milk  for  the 
proposed  area  are  intermingled  with  sup¬ 
plies  for  Tennessee  and  Alabama  fluid 
markets  and  for  Mississippi  dairy  prod¬ 
ucts  manufacturing  plants.  Procure¬ 
ment  of  milk  in  the  northwestern  portion 
of  the  proposed  marketing  area  is  in 
competition  with  the  Memphis,  Tennes¬ 
see,  market  as  evidenced  by  the  testimony 
of  handlers  in  this  area.  The  same  is 
true  on  the  eastern  edge  of  the  Missis¬ 
sippi  Delta  area  milkshed,  where  Delta 
distributors  and  supply  plants  compete 
for  producers  with  Grade  A  milk  plants 
that  regularly  supply  milk  to  Alabama 
markets.  The  growing  Grade  A  trade 
in  northern  Mississippi  affects  farm  sup¬ 


plies  for  dairy  products  manufacturing 
plants  at  Houston,  Starkville,  and 
Kosciusko,  Mississippi.  Much  of  the  sup¬ 
ply  for  the  Mississippi  Delta  fluid  trade 
comes  from  farms  that  formerly  were 
patrons  of  these  dairy  manufacturing 
plants.  On  the  other  hand,  some  of  the 
producer  milk  for  the  Mississippi  Delta 
area  trade,  that  is  in  excess  of  the  daily 
needs  of  the  fluid  milk  processing  plants, 
is  disposed  of  to  these  dairy  product 
manufacturing  plants. 

It  is  concluded  that  a  significant  por¬ 
tion  of  the  milk  trade  in  the  Mississippi 
Delta  marketing  area  is  in  the  current 
of  interstate  commerce,  and  that  the 
marketing  of  producer  milk  in  this  trade 
area  directly  affects  interstate  commerce 
in  milk  and  dairy  products. 

(2)  Need  for  an  order.  The  issuance 
of  a  marketing  agreement  or  order  will 
tend  to  effectuate  the  declared  policy  of 
the  act. 

The  two  proponent  cooperative  asso¬ 
ciations  represent  approximately  one- 
half  of  the  dairy  farmers  producing  milk 
for  handlers  in  the  proposed  marketing 
area.  The  Cooperative  Creamery  Asso¬ 
ciation  of  Starkville,  Mississippi,  oper¬ 
ates  three  plants.  These  plants  are 
located  at  Starkville  and  Greenwood, 
Mississippi.  The  plants  include  two  dis¬ 
tributing  plants  and  a  combination  sup¬ 
ply  and  manufacturing  plant.  This 
latter  plant,  while  under  one  roof,  is  so 
separated  as  to  permit  the  receivirig  and 
handling  of  Grade  A  milk  in  accordance 
with  board  of  health  regulations.  In  a 
completely  segregated  portion  of  the 
plant  are  separate  facilities  for  receiving 
and  manufacturing  milk  not  qualified  to 
be  labelled  Grade  A.  This  cooperative 
plant,  located  at  Starkville,  Mississippi, 
supplies  its  two  subsidiary  distributing 
units,  A  and  M  Dairies  at  Greenwood  and 
Starkville.  The  Cooperative  Creamery 
Association  supply  plant  also  contracts 
with  Grenada  Farms,  Grenada,  to  fur¬ 
nish  monthly  specified  quantities  of  milk. 
In  addition,  other  handlers  from*  time  to 
time  purchase  supplemental  supplies  of 
milk  from  Cooperative  Creamery  Asso¬ 
ciation.  The  Mississippi  Milk  Producers’ 
Association — the  principal  cooperative 
representing  producers  supplying  milk  to 
handlers  regulated  by  Order  No.  87  for 
the  Central  Mississippi  marketing  area — 
is  also  a  proponent  of  a  proposed  regula¬ 
tion  for  the  Mississippi  Delta  marketing 
area.  This  bargaining  cooperative  asso¬ 
ciation  represents  members  who  supply 
handlers  that  would  be  regulated  by  the 
proposed  marketing  agreement  and 
order. 

Winco  Dairy  Association,  Louisville, 
Mississippi,  and  Cooperative  Dairies  In¬ 
corporated,  Columbus,  Mississippi,  to¬ 
gether  representing  approximately  15 
percent  of  all  the  dairy  farmers  supply¬ 
ing  milk  to  distributors  in  the  proposed 
marketing  area,  operate  distributing 
plants  in  their  respective  cities. 

The  western  portion  of  the  marketing 
area  is  known  as  the  Delta  area  and  is 
primarily  a  cotton  producing  section. 
Dairy  farming  is  a  minor  enterprise. 
Dairy  farmers  producing  Grade  A  milk 
for  the  proposed  marketing  area  are  con¬ 
centrated  in  the  eastern  portion.  More 
than  half  are  located  in  Lowndes,  Oktih 


beha,  Noxubee,  Winston  and  Attala 
counties.  The  remaining  producers  are 
scattered  over  a  20-county  area. 

Conditions  and  practices  in  the  trade 
of  this  area  justify  a  uniform  price  plan 
as  authorized  under  the  Act.  First, 
there  are  procurement  practices  and  poli¬ 
cies  that,  in  the  absence  of  a  uniform 
pricing  scheme,  contribute  to  market  in¬ 
stability  and  insecurity  for  producers. 
Some  plants  do  not  afford  producers  a 
reliable  market  or  outlet  for  their  sup¬ 
ply.  In  order  to  keep  their  costs  of  sup¬ 
ply  used  in  Class  I  products  as  low  or 
lower  than  competitors,  and  their  plant 
price  to  producers  in  line  with  those  paid 
at  other  plants,  they  drop  producers  in 
periods  of  flush  production.  Then,  in 
periods  of  low  production,  or  of  expanded 
sales,  they  reinstate  old  producers  or  re¬ 
cruit  others.  Producers  who  are  dropped 
when  market  supplies  are  seasonally 
plentiful  usually  have  no  alternative  out¬ 
let  better  than  a  distant  product  manu¬ 
facturing  plant,  where  returns  are  much 
lower  than  at  Grade  A  milk  plants. 
Such  unfortunate  producers,  in  effect, 
bear  a  very  disproportionate  share  of  the 
loss  or  low  return  on  that  portion  of  mar¬ 
ket  supplies  which  is  in  excess  of  daily 
Class  I  usage,  but  which  is  none  the  less 
essential  to  an  adequate  market  supply.  N 
This  practice  tends  to  unsettle  supply 
conditions.  Other  distributing  plants 
limit  producers  to  a  number  that  fur¬ 
nishes  an  adequate  supply  only  during 
months  of  relatively  heavy  production, 
and  depend  upon  supplementary  supplies 
from  other  plants,  or  other  sources,  in 
other  periods.  While  producers  who  de¬ 
liver  to  such  plants  may  be  relatively 
well  paid,  the  use  of  milk  from  sources 
other  than  producers,  when  producer 
milk  is  available,  reduces  Class  I  utiliza¬ 
tion  of  producer  milk  in  the  market  and 
lowers  average  plant  returns  to  pro¬ 
ducers. 

In  this  respect  the  case  is  different  if 
plants  with  short  supply  of  producer 
milk  obtain  supplementary  supply  from 
supply  plants  or  other  plants  that  re¬ 
ceive  producer  milk  in  excess  of  the  re¬ 
quirements  of  their  more  regular  outlets. 
While  this  practice  displaces  no  producer 
milk  it  has  given  rise  to  disparity  in 
prices  paid  to  producers  and  in  the  cost, 
to  competing  distributors,  of  milk  actu¬ 
ally  used  in  fluid  milk  products.  In  this 
marketing  area,  much  of  the  supplemen¬ 
tal  milk  required  by  distributing  plants 
is  supplied  by  a  cooperative  association, 
that  operates  two  distributing  plants  and 
a  supply  plant.  All  member  milk  is  re¬ 
ceived  in  the  supply  plant  from  which  it 
is  moved  to  its  processing  plants  as 
needed  for  fluid  milk  products  and  to 
other  distributing  plants  needing  supple¬ 
mentary  supply  for  their  fluid  products. 
Receipts  from  producers  in  this  plant 
usually  exceed  sales  to  processors  for 
fluid  milk  products.  Although  the  extra 
milk  in  the  plant  is  clearly  essential  re¬ 
serve  supply  for  the  market,  it  may  be 
utilized  only  in  relatively  low  valued 
Class  II  products.  The  lower  valued 
utilization  of  this  reserve  supply  tends  to 
make  returns  to  producers  at  this  plant 
lower  than  at  plants  that  receive  from 
producers  little,  if  any,  supply  in  ex- 
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cess  of  actual  utilization  in  fluid  milk 
products. 

Such  supply  relations  and  concomi¬ 
tant  producer  prices  signify  that  produc¬ 
ers  do  not  share  equally  in  returns  from 
the  plants  using  their  milk  for  fluid  milk 
products.  Unequal  sharing  by  producers 
in  market  returns  from  plant  utilization 
of  milk,  which  they  in  effect  supply  in 
common,  causes  unsettled  and  unstable 
market  conditions  for  producers  and 
handlers  alike. 

The  producer  testimony  on  need  for 
an  order  stresses  the  instability  and  un¬ 
certainty  as  well  as  the  inequality  in 
plant  prices  to  producers.  No  compre¬ 
hensive  compilation  of  statistical  evi¬ 
dence  of  such  price  conditions  wTas 
presented.  But,  it  was  stated  that  not 
infrequently  producer  prices  have  been 
lowered  on  rumors  or  fear  of  retail  and 
wholesale  reductions  in  street  prices.  An 
instance  of  this  occurred  in  1956  when 
producer  prices  were  generally  decreased 
15  to  25  cents  per  hundredweight  for  a 
period  of  3  months  even  though 'retail 
and  wholesale  prices  were  reduced  for 
only  two  weeks,  and  such  change  oc¬ 
curred  in  only  a  small  segment  of  the 
sales  area.  While  this  may  not  be  a 
common  occurrence,  it  signifies  what  has 
and  what  may  happen  to  producer  prices 
in  the  absence  of  some  comprehensive 
and  orderly  method  of  determining  them. 
Variations  in  pricing  plans  and  in  class 
utilization  prices  in  this  area  reflect  un¬ 
equal  costs  of  milk  among  handlers. 
Such  inequality  has  tended  to  unsettle 
trade  relations  and  to  depress  producer 
prices. 

In  this  area  producers  have  little  part 
in  the  determination  of  plant  prices  and 
payments.  Handlers  pay  producers  on 
base  and  excess  price  plans  devised  by 
handlers.  Producers  are  unable  to  de¬ 
termine  or  check  the  accuracy  of  weights 
and  tests.  Attempts  by  proponent  co¬ 
operatives  to  work  out  with  handlers  a 
classified  price  plan  have  failed.  Han¬ 
dlers  have  not  been  receptive  to  bar¬ 
gaining  with  producers. 

The  marketing  agreement  and  order  as 
recommended  herein  will  implement  the 
policy  declared  in  the  Agricultural  Mar¬ 
keting  Agreement  Act  of  1937,  as  amend¬ 
ed,  of  establishing  and  maintaining 
orderly  marketing  conditions  by  pro¬ 
viding  : 

(1)  A  determination  of  prices  to  pro¬ 
ducers  under  a  regular  and  dependable 
method  at  levels  consistent  with  the  pol¬ 
icy  established  by  the  act; 

(2)  An  impartial  audit  of  handler’s 
records  of  receipts  and  utilization  to 
insure  payment  of  uniform  prices  for 
milk  purchased; 

(3)  The  establishment  of  uniform 
class  prices  to  handlers  based  on  the 
utilization  of  milk; 

(4)  Uniform  returns  to  producers  sup¬ 
plying  the  market  and  an  equitable  shar¬ 
ing  by  all  producers  of  the  lower  returns 
for  sale  of  reserve  milk; 

(5)  Uniform  rules  for  all  producers 
in  a  seasonal  production  incentive  plan 
which  will  encourage  all  producers  to 
adjust  production  to  a  more  even 
pattern; 

(6)  A  system  of  impartial  checking  of 
all  producer  milk  in  respect  to  weight 
and  butterfat  content;  and 


(7)  Marketwide  information  in  re¬ 
spect  to  all  receipts,  utilization  and  inter¬ 
market  movements  of  milk. 

(3)  Order  provisions — (a)  Scope  of 
regulation.  The  type  of  regulation  ef¬ 
fected  by  a  milk  order  is  essentially  a 
matter  of  establishing  minimum  prices 
to  dairy  farmers  who  produce  milk  for 
the  market.  The  scope  of  such  regu¬ 
lation  is  determined  by  appropriate  defi¬ 
nitions  of  the  terms;  marketing  area, 
pool  plant,  handler,  producer-handler, 
producer,  producer  milk  and  other  source 
milk. 

(1)  Marketing  area.  The  Mississippi 
Delta  marketing  area  should  include  all 
the  territory  and  municipalities  and 
military  reservations  within  the  boun¬ 
daries  of :  Attala,  Bolirvar,  Carroll, 
Choctaw,  Grenada,  Holmes,  Humphreys. 
Leake,  Leflore,  Lowndes,  Montgomery, 
Noxubee,  Oktibbeha,  Sharkey,  Sunflower, 
Tallahatchie,  Washington,  Webster, 
Winston,  and  Yazoo  counties;  Beats  1, 
4  and  5  in  Calhoun  county;  Beat  5  in 
Chickasaw  county;  Beats  4  and  5  in 
Coahoma  county;  Beats  2,  3,  4  and  5  in 
Quitman  county;  Beat  3  in  Panola 
county  and  Beats  1,  4  and  5  in  Yalobusha 
county  all  within  the  State  of  Mississippi. 

This  definition  is  different  from  that  of 
the  previous  recommended  decision  with 
respect  to:  (1)  Leake  county  which  is  in¬ 
cluded  herein;  (2)  Clay  county,  no  por¬ 
tion  of  which  is  included  herein;  and  (3) 
parts  of  Coahoma,  Quitman  and  Panola 
counties  which  are  partially  included  in 
this  decision.  These  changes  are  based 
on  exceptions  to  the  recommended 
decision  issued  June  16,  1958. 

Several  proposals  were  made  with  re¬ 
spect  to  the  marketing  area.  Altogether, 
a  total  of  45  counties,  encompassing  all 
the  counties  in  Mississippi  north  of  the 
present  Central  Mississippi  marketing 
area,  were  proposed  to  be  included  as  the 
marketing  area.  But  the  problems  com¬ 
plained  of  by  proponents  centered 
primarily  around  the  handling  of  milk  in 
plants  which  serve  a  general  area  known 
as  the  Mississippi  Delta.  The  marketing 
area  as  defined  by  proponents  comprised 
a  contiguous  group  of  17  counties.  Dis¬ 
tributors  proposed  28  additional  counties. 

This  definition  differs  from  the  pro¬ 
posal  of  proponent  in  two  respects: 
Issaquena  county  and  parts  of  Coahoma 
and  Quitman  counties  are  not  included; 
the  counties  of  Winston,  Noxubee, 
Lowndes,  Oktibbeha,  Choctaw,  Webster 
and  parts  of  Chickasaw,  Calhoun, 
Panola  and  Yalobusha  counties  are 
added.  The  remainder  of  each  of  these 
counties  and  15  other  counties,  extending 
east  and  west  across  the  state  and  north 
to  the  Tennessee  line,  proposed  by  dis¬ 
tributors,  are  not  included  in  the  area. 
One  other  county,  on  the  southern  edge 
of  the  area,  which  was  proposed  as  ad¬ 
ditional  to  proponents’  group,  is  not 
included. 

The  chief  fault  found  with  proponents’ 
area  proposal  was  that  it  was  too  limited. 
Although  it  was  broad  enough  to  in¬ 
clude  all  competing  distributors  in  the 
main  currents  of  the  trade  in  the  region, 
it  failed  to  include  important  segments 
of  the  sales  areas  of  a  few  of  these  dis¬ 
tributors.  Such  operators  sought  to  pro¬ 
tect  themselves  against  competition  with 
unregulated  distributors,  in  what  would 


be  outside  sales  territory,  by  proposing  t 
incorporate  such  localities  in 
keting  area.  Distributors  who  mightbl! 
come  regulated  by  such  area  extension  hi 
turn  proposed  still  further  extension 
All  these  proposals  for  additions  to  pro 
ponents’  proposed  area  will  be 
in  the  light  of  all  the  evidence.  But  be. 
fore  considering  them,  it  may  be  well  to 
give  reasons  for  not  including  in 
area  all  the  counties  in  the  group  pro- 
posed  by  proponents. 

One  county  and  parts  of  two  others  erf 
the  area  proposed  by  proponents  are 
omitted.  Issaquena  county  is  on  the  very 
southern  edge  of  the  Delta  region,  it  ^ 
sparsely  populated  and  is  served  only  by 
distributors  who  would  be  regulated  be¬ 
cause  of  business  in  other  localities.  But 
it  is  not  in  the  sales  territory  of  many 
Delta  distributors  and  might  perhapsbe 
served  as  well  by  Central  Mississippi  dis¬ 
tributing  plants  as  by  Delta  distributors. 
For  these  reasons,  the  evidence  generally 
in  support  of  the  proposed  area,  does  not 
qualify  this  fringe  locality.  Leake  county 
also  was  omitted  from  the  previous  rec¬ 
ommended  decision.  But,  on  the  basis  at 
exceptions  it  is  included  in  the  area  of 
this  decision.  The  principal  distributor 
in  this  county  excepted  to  its  omission 
on  the  ground  that  his  trade  in  Leake 
county  is  a  substantial  and  integral  part 
of  his  trade  in  the  recommended  area 
and  if  this  county  is  not  included  he  at 
times  might  not  qualify  as  a  pool  han¬ 
dler.  This  distributor  also  sells  in  the 
Central  Mississippi  area.  But  his  chief 
competition  in  Leake  county  is  another 
Delta  area  distributor,  who  also  urges 
the  incorporation  of  Leake  county  in  the 
Delta  area.  These  circumstances  justify 
including  Leake  county  in  the  Delta  mar- 
keting  area. 

Parts  of  the  other  counties  in  propo¬ 
nents’  proposed  area  that  should  not  be 
included  are  Coahoma  and  Quitman. 
Beats  1,  2,  and  3,  in  Coahoma  county 
and  Beat  1  in  Quitman  county  are  lo¬ 
cated  on  the  northwest  edge  of  the  mar¬ 
keting  area  and  are  more  closely  asso¬ 
ciated  with  the  Memphis  marketing  area 
than  with  the  Delta  area.  There  is  one 
milk  distributor  located  in  Coahoma 
county,  none  in  Quitman  county.  A  dis¬ 
tributor  regulated  by  Memphis  Federal 
Order  No.  18,  and  a  distributor  that 
would  be  partially  regulated  under  the 
order  recommended  herein,  distribute 
fluid  milk  products  on  routes  in  these 
two  counties.  The  record  is  incomplete 
with  respect  to  the  exact  proportion  of 
total  sales  in  these  counties  that  is  now 
made  by  distributors  who  would  be  han¬ 
dlers  under  a  Delta  order.  From  the  ex¬ 
ceptions,  however,  it  is  evident  that  the 
local  handler  in  Coahoma  county  would 
be  fully  regulated  only  part  of  the  time 
because  of  sales  in  other  parts  of  the 
marketing  area.  Regulated  handlers 
have  the  majority  of,  fluid  milk  product 
sales  in  the  parts  of  these  counties  added 
to  the  area.  Procurement  of  milk  for 
these  counties  is  in  competition  with 
both  the  Memphis  and  Delta  source  of 
supply.  Therefore,  only  Beats  1,  2  and  3 
in.  Coahoma  and  Beat  1  in  Quitman 
county  should  not  be  included  in  the 
marketing  area.  , 

The  remaining  13  counties  in  pro¬ 
ponents’  group  and  11  additional  coun- 
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t  «  or  parts  of  counties  are  included  in 
SS  area.  111:1686  additional  counties— 
amed  in  the  forepart  of  the  discussion 
Df  this  issue— were  proposed  by  Delta 
01  distributors  whose  sales  territories 
trended  to  the  north  and  west  beyond 
theUmits  of  the  area  proposed  by  pro- 
aments.  Such  extension  seems  advisable 
Sd  is  therefore,  provided.  In  these 
rounties,  the  business  done  by  principal 
Delta  distributors  is  substantial.  Evi¬ 
dently,  they  are  an  important  part  of 
«ie  market  for  producer  milk.  And  milk 
marketing  and  distribution  in  this  addi¬ 
tional  area  is  closely  interrelated  with 
that  of  the  chief  centers  of  the  Delta 
trade.  Adding  this  territory  would  bring 
under  the  order  three  additional  han¬ 
dlers,  who  would  otherwise  be  unregu¬ 
lated.  But,  the  limits  on  the  north, 
which  would  exclude  parts  of  the  coun¬ 
ties  of  Coahoma,  Chickasaw,  Calhoun, 
Panola,  Quitman  and  Yalobusha  would 
minimize  “fringe  area”  sales  by  distrib¬ 
utors  whose  business  in  the  main  is  in 
other  areas.  Including  only  parts  of 
these  counties,  as  indicated  above,  with 
the  other  counties  mentioned  would  still 
confine  the  regulation  to  those  mainly 
engaged  in  the  Delta  area  trade.  There 
would  be  only  two  “fringe”  distributors, 
each  with  approximately  fwe  percent  of 
his  sales  in  the  area. 

It  is  necessary  thus  to  limit  the  area 
on  the  north  in  order  to  avoid  full  appli¬ 
cation  of  this  order  to  Grade  A  milk  han¬ 
dlers  and  their  producers  whose  market¬ 
ing  operations  are  mainly  in  the  trade 
centering  in  Tupelo,  Mississippi,  or  are 
associated  with  the  Memphis  trade. 
Since  such  interests  are  not  competitive 
factors  in  the  main  currents  of  trade  in 
the  Delta  region,  there  is  no  justification 
in  bringing  them  fully  under  a  price 
plan  designed  specifically  for  the  trade 
in  the  Delta  region.  The  defined  area 
would  avoid  this.  If  it  were  extended 
further  to  the  north  it  would  involve  dis¬ 
tribution  mainly  engaged  in  other  mar¬ 
keting  areas.  For  this  reason  the  other 
15  counties  to  the  north  which  were 
proposed  as  additions  to  the  proposed 
area  could  not  be  included  in  the  area. 
Their  exclusion  leaves  two  Delta  area 
handlers  with  approximately  15  percent 
of  their  respective  sales  outside  the  area. 
In  this  part  of  their  sales  territory  their 
competition  would  be  unregulated.  But 
under  the  circumstances  this  is  unavoid¬ 
able;  for  in  these  northern  counties,  the 
Grade  A  milk  trade  emanates  from  local 
centers  that  are  more  closely  related  to 
Tennessee  and  Alabama  markets  than 
to  the  Mississippi  Delta  market. 

Warren  and  Kemper  are  the  remain¬ 
ing  counties  that  were  proposed  for  the 
Delta  area  and  that  are  not  included  in 
the  defined  area.  Warren  county  is  pres¬ 
ently  a  part  of  the  Central  Mississippi 
marketing  area  and  is  ineligible  for  the 
Delta  area.  And  the  evidence  concern¬ 
ing  Kemper  affords  little  grounds  for 
attaching  it'  to  the  Delta  area.  It  is  on 
the  southern  edge  of  the  Delta  trade 
region,  as  conveniently  located  to  Cen¬ 
tral  Mississippi  plants  as  to  those  in  the 
Delta  trade.  The  only  urban  population 
is  in  small  and  scattered  towns.  Other 
salient  facts  are;  that  there  is  no  local 
distributor  in  the  county;  that  sales  by 


a  Central  Mississippi  handler  presently 
constitutes  about  40  percent  of  total  dis¬ 
tribution  in  the  county;  and,  that  the 
rest  of  the  business  is  done  by  distrib¬ 
utors  who  would  be  handlers  under  the 
Delta  order. 

Finally,  it  may  be  said  in  behalf  of  the 
defined  marketing  area  that  it  would 
limit  the  regulation  to  handlers  who  are 
primarily  engaged  in  the  trade  of  the 
Delta  region ;  that  the  recommended  area 
is  contiguous  and  has  uniform  health 
and  sanitation  regulations  of  produc¬ 
tion  and  handling  of  milk;  that  it  would 
subject  only  minor  fringe  area  distribu¬ 
tion  to  partial  regulation;  and  that  the 
sales  areas  of  all  fully  regulated  han¬ 
dlers  would  be  mostly  within  the  mar¬ 
keting  area.  Only  two  handlers  would 
have  as  much  as  15  percent  of  sales  out¬ 
side  of  the  area.  Only  these  handlers 
would  have  competitive  relations  with 
unregulated  distributors. 

(2)  Milk  to  be  regulated.  The  milk 
to  be  regulated  by  the  proposed  market¬ 
ing  agreement  and  order  should  be  that 
which  is  regularly  delivered  to  plants 
from  which  milk  is  regularly  distributed 
on  routes  in  the  marketing  area,  or 
which  is  delivered  to  plants  that  are 
regular  sources  of  supply  for  such  plants. 
To  be  eligible  for  such  distribution,  milk 
must  be  produced,  processed,  and  dis¬ 
tributed  in  conformity  with  applicable 
health  regulations.  Provision  should  be 
made  to  designate  clearly  what  milk  will 
be  subject  to  the  pricing  and  pooling 
provisions  of  the  recommended  market¬ 
ing  agreement  and  order.  For  this 
reason,  definitions  of  handler,  producer- 
handler,  plant  (various  types) ,  producer, 
producer  milk,  and  other  source  milk 
should  be  provided. 

A  handler  should  be  defined  as: 

(1)  The  operator  of  a  pool  plant  as 
hereinafter  defined; 

(2)  The  operator  of  a  plant  from 
which  Class  I  milk  is  processed,  pack¬ 
aged,  and  distributed  on  routes  within 
the  marketing  area;  and 

(3)  A  cooperative  association  with 
respect  to  the  milk  of  any  producer  which 
such  cooperative  association  causes  to 
be  diverted  from  a  pool  plant  by  deliv¬ 
ery  directly  from  producers’  farms  to  a 
nonpool  plant  for  the  account  of  such 
cooperative  association. 

The  handler  receives  the  milk  of  pro¬ 
ducers  and  thus  must  be  held  responsible 
for  reporting  its  receipt  and  utilization. 
The  handler  is  the  one  responsible  for  the 
payment  for  producer  milk  at  not  less 
than  specified  minimum  prices.  In  case 
a  person  operates  more  than  one  plant 
at  which  milk  is  to  be  priced,  he  should 
be  a  handler  with  respect  to  the  com¬ 
bined  operations  of  such  plants.  If  a 
handler  also  operates  an  unregulated 
plant(s),  this  definition  is  not  intended 
to  include  such  person  in  his  capacity 
as  an  operator  of  such  type  of  plant(s) . 
Producer-handlers  and  other  operators 
of  distributing  plants  should  be  han¬ 
dlers  in  order  that  such  persons  shall 
report  to  the  market  administrator  to 
determine  their  status  at  any  given  time. 

The  definition  of  a  pool  plant  should 
be  such  as  to  determine  which  producers, 
as  hereinafter  defined,  are  to  be  included 
in  the  determination  of  a  marketwide 


uniform  price  to  producers.  Some  plants 
have  received  milk  from  local  dairy 
farmers  and  distributed  most  of  such 
milk  as  fluid  milk  products  in  the  pro¬ 
posed  marketing  area  over  a  period  of 
several  years.  There  are  other  plants 
that  fall  into  one  of  two  categories,  (a) 
distributing  plants  with  a  primary  inter¬ 
est  in  other  fluid  markets  but  distribut¬ 
ing  milk  within  the  area  and  (b)  plants 
generally  known  as  supply  plants  at 
which  milk  is  received  directly  from  dairy 
farmers  and  delivered  in  bulk  to  dis¬ 
tributing  plants.  There  are  two  dis¬ 
tributing  plants  not  regulated  by  any 
Federal  milk  order  located  outside  the 
proposed  marketing  area  that  currently 
sell  fluid  milk  products  within  the  area, 
but  have  their  primary  market  elsewhere. 
Milk  distributors  in  this  market  depend 
in  part  upon  bulk  supplies  of  milk  and 
thus  there  needs  to  be  provision  for 
supply  plants  as  pool  plants.  Specific 
requirements  for  pool  plants  are  there¬ 
fore  needed  to  define  the  supply  which  is 
generally  regarded  as  an  integral  part 
of  this  fluid  market.  This  may  be  ac¬ 
complished  by  first  defining  a  distribut¬ 
ing  plant  and  a  supply  plant. 

A  distributing  plant  should  be  defined 
as  a  plant  at  which  fluid  milk  products, 
conforming  to  the  Grade  A  sanitation 
requirements  of  any  duly  constituted 
health  authority  having  jurisdiction  in 
the  marketing  area,  are  processed  and 
packaged  and  from  which  fluid  milk 
products  are  disposed  of  on  route (s)  in 
the  marketing  area. 

A  supply  plant  should  be  defined  as  a 
plant  at  which  milk  produced  in  con¬ 
formity  with  Grade  A  health  regulations 
for  the  marketing  area  is  received  from 
dairy  farmers  and  from  which  fluid  milk 
products  are  moved  to  a  distributing 
plant. 

A  pool  plant  should  meet  certain  per¬ 
formance  standards  in  order  to  deter¬ 
mine  its  status  as  a  regular  and  sub¬ 
stantial  supplier  of  fluid  milk  in  the 
marketing  area.  In  order  to  qualify  as  a 
pool  plant,  a  distributing  plant  should 
(1)  dispose  of  20  percent  or  more  of 
receipts  from  dairy  farmers  and  supply 
plants  as  fluid  milk  products  on  routes 
in  the  marketing  area  and  (2)  have  a 
total  disposition  of  fluid  milk  products 
on  routes  of  50  percent  or  more  of 
receipts  of  fluid  milk  products  from  dairy 
farmers  and  supply  plants.  In  order  to 
qualify  as  a  pool  plant  a  supply  plant 
should  move  50  percent  or  more  of  re¬ 
ceipts  from  dairy  farmers  to  a  distribut¬ 
ing  plant,  as  herein  defined.  If  a  supply 
plant  qualifies  on  this  basis  during  each 
of  the  months  of  September  through 
January,  it  should  be  able  to  retain  pool 
plant  status  the  following  February 
through  August. 

The  supply  area  for  the  Mississippi 
Delta  marketing  area  overlaps  the  sup¬ 
ply  area  of  other  fluid  markets  and 
manufacturing  milk  production  areas. 
Therefore,  the  previously  stated  pool 
plant  requirements  are  necessary  to  in¬ 
sure  (1)  that  the  producers  sharing  in 
the  uniform  price  of  the  market  pool  be 
those  delivering  to  plants  from  which  a 
substantial  portion  of  the  milk  received 
at  such  a  plant  is  disposed  of  as  fluid 
milk  products  in  the  marketing  area  and 
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(2)  that  the  receipts  of  those  plants  Producer-handler  should  be  defined  as  that  producer-handler  be  defined  so  as  to 

which  primarily  serve  markets  outside  a  dairy  farmer  who  operates  a  distrib-  confine  the  supply  of  milk  for  such  an 
the  marketing  area  be  excluded  from  uting  plant  but  receives  no  milk  from  operator  to  his  own  production  and  re- 
sharing  in  the  pool.  Thus,  it  is  provided  other  dairy  farmers  or  nonpool  plants.  ceipts  from  pool  plants, 
that  those  plants  that  make  sales  of  The  purpose  of  this  definition  is  to  Producer  should  be  defined  as  a  person 
fluid  milk  products  on  routes  in  the  mar-  describe  a  type  of  producer-handler  op-  other  than  a  producer-handler,  who  pr&! 
keting  area  that  represent  20  percent  or  eration  which  would  not  be  required  to  duces  Grade  A  milk,  in  conformity  with 
more  of  total  receipts  from  dairy  farm-  equalize  utilization  and  prices  with  the  the  sanitation  requirements  issued  by  & 
ers  should  be  regarded  as  pool  plants,  rest  of  the  market.  As  a  practical  mat-  duly  constituted  health  authority,  for 
Such  a  percentage  of  sales  in  the  area  ter  the  producer-handler  status — outside  consumption  in  the  marketing  area’ as  a 
in  most  cases  would  represent  a  substan-  the  producer  price  pool— must  be  defined  fluid  milk  product  and  whose  milk  is  re- 
tial  volume  and  thus  dairy  farmers  ship-  in  terms  that  definitely  prescribe  the  ceived  at  a  pool  plant.  Producer  milk 
ping  to  such  plants  should  sharp  in  the  latitude  in  procurement  afforded  such  an  diverted  from  a  pool  plant  by  a  handler 
marketwide  pool.  operator.  including  a  cooperative  association,  to  a 

The  proponent  cooperative  associa-  First,  it  may  be  noted  that  there  is  no  nonpool  plant  for  its  account. should  be 
tions  proposed  that  not  less  than  70  per-  evidence  or  argument  against  confining  deemed  to  have  been  received  at  theloca- 
cent  of  the  receipts  of  producer  milk  and  this  category  to  distributors  who  receive  tion  of  the  pool  plant  from  which  di- 
fluid  milk  products  from  other  pool  no  milk  from  producers;  for,  uniform  verted.  In  order  to  distinguish  between 
plants  be  disposed  of  on  routes  as  Class  pricing  of  producer  milk  as  herein  rec-  producers  whose  milk  may  be  tempo- 
I  during  the  months  September  through  ommended  requires  the  equalization  of  rarily  diverted  and  those  whose  milk 
January  as  a  necessary  requirement  for  utilization  and  prices  by  all  handlers  may  be  more  or  less  permanently 
qualifying  a  distributing  plant  as  a  pool  who  procure  milk  from  producers.  Ex-  diverted  from  the  fluid  market,  some 
plant.  Similarly  a  60  percent  shipment  ception  for  this  type  of  handler  would  limitation  on  the  length  of  time 
of  producer  milk  by  a  supply  plant  to  a  tend  to  diminish  the  efficacy  of  the  pric-  that  milk  may  be  diverted  and  still 
distributing  plant  would  be  necessary  for  mg  scheme.  For  much  the  same  reason  be  considered  as  producer  milk  under 
pool  plant  qualification.  But,  a  percent-  a  handler  who  uses  other  source  milk,  in  the  order  is  desirable.  Based  on 
age  requirement  higher  than  50  percent  addition  to  his  own  production,  in  fluid  the  conditions  in  the  market,  it  is  con- 
in  either  case  is  not  warranted  on  the  milk  products,  must  be  required  to  equal-  eluded  that  milk  of  a  dairy  farmer  which 
basis  of  this  record  even  though  dis-  ize  utilization  and  prices  with  other  dis-  is  diverted  to  a  nonpool  plant  in  excess 
tributing  plants  normally  use  a  higher  tributors.  Otherwise,  such  a  handler  of  10  days  production  during  any  month 
proportion  of  their  receipts  from  dairy  might  be  able  to  acquire  relatively  low  (except  during  the  months  of  February 
farmers  as  fluid  milk  products.  The  cost  milk  for  an  expansion  of  his  busi-  through  August,  when  receipts  of  milk 
purpose  of  this  percentage  requirement  ness-  at  the  expense  of  other  distributors  from  producers  are  relatively  large  in  re- 
is  to  distinguish  distributing  plants  from  and  their  producers.  For  these  reasons  lation  to  Class  I  sales)  should  not  be 
supply  plants  for  the  purpose  of  pool  ^  *s  concluded  that  these  restrictions  considered  as  producer  milk  under  the 
plant  qualification.  Not  less  than  50  are  entirely  appropriate.  order.  Milk  of  a  dairy  farmer  which  is 

percent  distribution  of  fluid  milk  prod-  But  the  evidence  does  not  justify  fur-  moved  to  a  nonpool  plant  in  a  quantity 
ucts  on  routes  in  any  month  would  indi-  ther  circumscription  of  this  type  of  han-  .  that  exceeds  10  days  production  during 
cate  that  the  plant  is  primarily  a  milk  dler.  The  proposed  limitation— 3300  the  months  of  September  through  Janu- 
distributing  plant.  Route  disposal  will  Pounds  per  month — on  sales  was  insuf-  ary  is  not  sufficiently  associated  with  this 
serve  to  distinguish  those  plants  that  ficiently  supported  and  seems  to  be  un-  market  to  be  priced  and  pooled  with 
may  qualify  as  pool  plants  through  route  warranted.  The  limitations  discussed  other  producer  milk.  Free  diversion  oi 
distribution  from  those  which  must  above  would  remove  the  likelihood  of  milk  during  February  through  August 
qualify  as  supply  plants.  Route  is  de-  any  cost  advantage  that  the  producer-  will  facilitate  the  economical  disposal  ol 
fined  in  the  order  to  include  all  de-  handler  might  gain  over  pool  handlers,  seasonal  reserve  supplies.  Such  provi- 
liveries  of  fluid  milk  products  other  than  There  was  no  evidence  to  show  that  in  sions  will  permit  milk  regularly  associ- 
deliveries  to  other  milk  plants.  ••  this  area  a  prescribed  quantitative  limit,  ated  with  the  market  to  be  diverted  to 

The  50  percent  shipping  (to  distribut-  111  addition  to  procurement  limitations,  manufacturing  plants  during  periods  o: 
ing  plants)  requirement  would  be  rea-  would  be  necessary  in  order  to  prevent  seasonal  flush  production  and  over  week 
sonable  for  supply  plants  as  a  parallel  this  type  of  handler  from  undermining  or  ends  and  holidays  when  supply  and  de 
requirement  to  that  of  distributing  hunting  the  market  for  producer  milk,  mand  relationships  may  require  som 
plants,  but  it  should  not  apply  to  supply  If  sales  by  such  a  handler  are  limited  for  reserve  to  be  manufactured  in  plant 
plants  during  months  of  seasonally  heavy  the  most  part.to  what  he  can  economi-  not  regulated  by  the  order.  This  pro 
receipts  from  producers.  Supply  plants  cally  Produce  h  must  be  presumed  from  vision  will  facilitate  interplant  move 
carry  reserve  supplies  for  distributing  the  evidence  that  he  would  enjoy  no  ob-  ments  of  milk  for  the  purpose  of  shw 
plants.  If  they  have  the  milk  when  vious  competitive  advantage  in  the  trade,  time  adjustments  of  supply  and  deman 
needed  by  processors  they  may  have  little  ^nd  this  would  most  likely  be  true  even  without  depriving  dairy  farmers  produc 
or  no  call  for  it  during  flush  months.  If  if  Producer-handlers  are  permitted  to  jng  the  regular  supply  for  the  market  c 
a  supply  plant  meets  the  required  stand-  supplement  their  own  production  with  their  status  as  producers, 
ards  during  the  short  supply  season  Purcbases  from  P°o1  Plants.  It  was  pro-  other  source  milk  should  be  define 
(September-January)  status  as  a  pool  P°sed  to  confine  the  supply  of  a  producer-  as  all  skim  milk  and  butterfat  containe 
plant  would  then  be  retained  during  the  handler  to  his  own  production.  However,  hi  flUid  milk  products  received  by  a  hai 
balance  of  the  year  (February-August) .  Procurement  from  pool  plants  normally  dler  at  his  plant(s) ,  except  producer  mi 
The  Mississippi  Delta  market  is  cur-  would  cost  considerably  more  than  direct  and  fluid  milk  products  received  froi 
rently  served  by  one  supply  plant.  This  receipts  °f.  ]produ<:®r  and  *n  thls  pool  plants.  Any  receipts  from  a  pri 

plant  operated  by  Cooperative  Creamery  area  Probably  could  not  be  relied  upon  ducer-handler  would  be  other  souri 
Association  and  located  at  Starkville,  by  bandler^-  except  in  relatively  milk  since  such  persons  are  neither 

Mississippi,  supplies  bulk  milk  to  its  dis-  !^U  ' ‘XfHSS  JSlSi  Producer  nor  the  operator  of  a  pool  plar 

tributing  plants  at  Starkville  and  Green-  mi^’  of  c°urse,  would  be  fully  priced  This  definition  would  include  milk  pr 

«ooSTSS£  oaeXnSSSe  SSSdto  arnrt  of  ?ucts'  other  than  "u,id  “ilk  Producl 

proposed  marketing  area  purchase  bulk  duTd T are°?ep?o 

supplies  from  this  plant.  These  stand-  able  to  nonpool  handlers  at  any  lower  essed  and  converted  to  another  produ 
ards  will  require  such  supply  plants  that  cost,  certainly,  than  to  pool  distributors.  hT the  plant  during  the  month  Su 
qualify  to  have  a  primary  interest  in  sup-  Furthermore,  it  would  seem  that  under  piemental  supplies  from  nonpooi  plar 
plying  the  Mississippi  Delta  market,  and  such  circumstances  procurement  by  pro-  are  occasionally  needed  and  the  amour 
an  opportunity  to  share  in  marketwide  ducer-handlers  from  pool  plants  would  needed  vary  from  season  to  season  a: 
pooling  at  all  times  if  it  establishes  its  tend  to  increase  Class  I  utilization  of  between  handlers, 
association  with  the  market  during  the  producer  milk  and  to  increase  returns  to  (b)  The  classification  and  allocati 
season  of  normally  low  supplies.  producers.  It  is  therefore  recommended  of  milk.  Milk  should  be  classified  in  t1 
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classes  reflecting  the  principal  differ- 
SJesin  the  value  of  milk  used  for  dif¬ 
ferent  purposes.  Class  I  should  include 
gjrim  Twiifr  and  butterfat  disposed  of 
Jor  consumption  as  a  fluid  milk  product. 
Fluid  milk  product  means  milk,  skim 
Sat  buttermilk,  flavored  milk  and 
brinks  cream  and  mixtures  of  milk, 
skim  milk  and  creani.  Plant  loss  of  pro¬ 
ducer  skim  milk  and  butterfat  in  excess 
of  2  percent  and  skim  milk  and  butterfat 
not  accounted  for  as  Class  II  should  also 
be  classified  as  Class  I.  Because  skim^ 
mil*  and  butterfat  are  not  used  in  most 
products  in  the  same  proportions  as  re¬ 
ceived  from  producers,  these  components 
should  be  classified  separately.  Class 
prices,  however,  will  apply  per  hundred¬ 
weight  of  milk,  and  will  be  adjusted  for 
the  butterfat  content  of  the  milk  actually 
used  in  each  class  through  butterfat 
differentials. 

Representatives  of  the  health  authori¬ 
ties  having  jurisdiction  in  the  proposed 
marketing  area  testified  that  fluid  milk 
products,  as  defined  herein,  sold  for  con¬ 
sumption  in  the  area  must  be  produced 
and  handled  in  compliance  with  sanita¬ 
tion  standards  that  are  substantially 
uniform  throughout  the  proposed  mar¬ 
keting  area.  The  proponent  coopera¬ 
tive  associations  requested  that  butter¬ 
milk  be  a  Class  I  product.  The  health 
regulations  require  the  same  health 
standards  for  buttermilk  as  is  required 
for  fluid  milk.  It  is  concluded  that  but¬ 
termilk  should  be  a  Class  I  product. 
Skim  milk  and  butterfat  used  to  pro¬ 
duce  sweet  and  sour  cream  must  meet 
the  same  health  requirements  as  milk  for 
fluid  consumption,  hence  it  is  appropri¬ 
ate  that  cream  be  classified  and  priced  in 
the  same  class  as  fluid  milk. 

The  products  which  should  be  included 
in  Class  I  are  those  distributed  to  con¬ 
sumers  in  fluid  form  and  required  by  the 
health  authorities  having  jurisdiction  in 
the  marketing  area  to  be  obtained  from 
milk  or  milk  products  from  Grade  A 
sources.  The  extra  cost  of  Grade  A 
quality  milk  produced  and  delivered  to 
the  market  in  the  condition  and  quan¬ 
tities  required  makes  it  necessary  to  pro¬ 
vide  a  price  for  milk  used  as  Class  I 
somewhat  higher  than  for  milk  used  for 
manufacturing  purposes.  It  is  appro¬ 
priate  that  all  of  the  products  required 
to  be  from  Grade  A  milk  be  included  in 
a  single  class  so  that  all  milk  required  to 
make  such  products  may  contribute  uni¬ 
formly  to  the  cost  of  supplying  the  mar¬ 
ket  needs  for  Grade  A  milk. 

Reserve  milk  not  needed  seasonally, 
or  at  other  times  such  as  weekends,  for 
Class  I  use  must  be  disposed  of  for  use 
in  manufactured  products.  These  prod¬ 
ucts  are  not  required  to  be  made  from  in¬ 
spected  milk,  must  be  sold  in  competition 
with  products  made  from  unin¬ 
spected  sources  produced  over  a  large 
area  and  generally  are  less  perishable 
than  fluid  milk  products.  Milk  so  used 
should  be  classified  as  Class  II  and  priced 
in  accordance  with  its  value  in  such  out¬ 
lets. 

Class  II  should  therefore  include  skim 
milk  and  butterfat  used  to  produce  any 
product  other  than  a  fluid  milk  product, 
including  but  not  limited  to  such  prod¬ 
ucts  as  ice  cream,  ice  cream  mix,  ice 


milk,  frozen  desserts  and  mixes,  frozen 
cream,  aerated  cream,  dried  milk  prod¬ 
ucts,  whole  and  nonfat,  condensed  or 
evaporated  products,  butter,  cottage  and 
hard  cheese.  Class  II  should  also  include 
plant  loss  of  other  source  milk,  actual 
plant  loss  on  producer  milk  not  in  ex¬ 
cess  of  2  percent,  all  skim  milk  dumped 
or  accounted  for  as  disposed  of  for  live¬ 
stock  feed,  and  inventories  of  fluid  milk 
products  on  hand  at  the  end  of  any 
month.  Cream  which  is  frozen  and 
placed  in  storage  should  be  Class  II  since 
such  cream  is  intended  primarily  for  use 
in  ice  cream  or  ice  cream  mix.  Any 
frozen  cream  or  other  Class  II  products 
which  may  be  used  later  in  a  fluid  milk 
product  would  be  considered  as  other 
source  milk  at  the  time  of  such  use  and 
assigned  to  the  lowest  priced  utilization 
in  the  plant. 

Handlers  have  inventories  of  milk  and 
milk  products  at  the  beginning  and  end 
of  each  month  which  must  enter  into  the 
accounting  for  current  receipts  and  uti¬ 
lization.  The  record  testimony  indicates 
that  an  appropriate  classification  of  the 
inventory  of  fluid  milk  products  is  as 
Class  H.  This  manner  of  classifying 
inventory  with  correlated  steps  in  the 
allocation  procedure  provides  a  means  of 
charging  each  handler  for  his  Class  I 
sales  each  month  at  the  current  Class  I 
price.  Fluid  milk  products  whether  in 
bulk  or  packaged  form  should  be  inven¬ 
toried  and  classified  as  Class  II.  Manu¬ 
factured  milk  products  are  not  included 
in  inventory  accounting  because  the  skim 
milk  and  butterfat  used  for  such  prod¬ 
ucts  are  accounted  for  in  the  month 
when  such  products  are  manufactured. 

Uniformity  of  costs  to  handlers  and 
simplicity  of  accounting  are  achieved  if, 
so  far  as  possible.  Class  I  utilization  each 
month  is  assigned  to  current  receipts  of 
producer  milk.  This  can  be  accom¬ 
plished  by  classification  of  closing  in¬ 
ventory  as  Class  II,  and  allocation  of 
opening  inventory  to  Class  I  only  when 
current  receipts  of  producer  milk  (except 
allowable  Class  n  shrinkage)  are  less 
than  Class  I  sales.  In  such  case  the 
handler  should  pay  the  difference  be¬ 
tween  the  Class  II  price  for  such  milk 
in  the  preceding  month  and  the  current 
Class  I  price.  The  volume  on  which  this 
charge  is  made  should  not  exceed  the 
volume  (in  excess  of  allowable  Class  II 
shrinkage)  for  which  producers  were 
paid  at  the  Class  n  price  in  the  preceding 
month. 

Inventories  of  products  designated  as 
Class  I  on  hand  at  a  pool  plant  at  the 
beginning  of  any  month  during  which 
such  a  plant  becomes  qualified  for  the 
first  time  should  likewise  be  subtracted 
from  the  Class  II  utilization  of  such 
plant.  This  will  preserve  the  priority 
of  assignment  of  current  producer  re¬ 
ceipts  to  current  Class  I  use  for  each 
month. 

Unaccounted  for  milk  in  excess  of  a 
reasonable  allowance  for  plant  loss 
should  be  Class  I  so  as  to  require  full 
accounting  by  handlers  for  their  receipts. 
Two  percent  is  considered  a  reasonable 
maximum  allowance  for  this  purpose. 
No  limit  need  be  put  on  shrinkage  of 
other  source  milk  since  such  milk  is  de¬ 
ducted  from  the  lowest  use  class  under 


the  allocation  procedures.  Since  it  is 
not  feasible  to  segregate  shrinkage  of 
producer  milk  from  that  of  other  source 
milk  in  the  same  plant,  total  shrinkage 
is  prorated  on  the  basis  of  the  volume 
of  receipts.  Allowance  for  loss  on  pro¬ 
ducer  milk  diverted  to  another  pool 
plant  should  be  at  the  pool  plant  where 
actually  received.  When  milk  is  moved 
in  bulk  from  a  supply  plant  to  a  dis¬ 
tributing  plant  the  loss  on  producer  milk 
should  be  prorated  at  the  rate  of  0.5 
percent  to  the  supply  plant  and  1.5  per¬ 
cent  to  the  distributing  plant.  Each 
handler  must  be  held  responsible  for  full 
accounting  of  all  his  receipts  of  skim 
milk  or  butterfat  in  any  form.  The  han¬ 
dler  who  first  receives  the  milk  from 
producers  should  be  responsible  for  es¬ 
tablishing  the  classification  of  and  the 
payment  for  producer  milk.  Except  for 
such  limited  quantities  of  shrinkage  that 
may  be  classified  in  Class  II,  all  skim 
milk  and  butterfat  which  is  received  and 
for  which  the  handler  cannot  establish 
utilization  should  be  classified  as  Class 
I  milk.  This  provision  is  necessary  to 
remove  any  advantage  to  handlers  who 
fail  to  keep  complete  and  accurate  rec¬ 
ords  and  to  assure  that  producers  receive 
full  value  for  their  milk  on  the  basis  of 
its  use. 

Provision  should  be  made  for  classifi¬ 
cation  of  fluid  milk  products  transferred 
in  bulk  between  pool  plants  and  from 
plants  to  nonpool  plants.  Transfers  be¬ 
tween  pool  plants  should  be  permitted 
in  any  class  agreed  upon  by  the  handlers 
operating  such  plants  so  long  as  the 
prior  claim  of  producer  milk  for  Class 
I  sales  is  maintained.  Transfers  be¬ 
tween  pool  plants  at  an  agreed  upon 
class  will  not  affect  the  total  value  of 
producer  milk  under  a  marketwide  pool 
so  long  as  this  prior  claim  is  maintained. 

Milk,  skim  milk  or  cream  transferred 
or  diverted  from  Mississippi  Delta  pool 
plants  to  nonpool  plants  should  be  clas¬ 
sified  as  Class  I  to  the  extent  that  the 
receipts  from  regulated  plants  under  this 
order  or  any  other  order  exceeds  the 
Class  II  usage  in  the  nonpool  plant.  In 
the  event  fluid  milk  products  are  re¬ 
ceived  at  a  nonpool  plant  from  more  than 
one  plant  regulated  by  a  Federal  order, 
any  skim  milk  or  butterfat  classified  as 
Class  I  at  such  a  nonpool  plant  should 
be  shared  pro  rata  between  pool  plants 
of  this  and  other  orders.  In  order  to 
substantiate  a  Class  II  classification  the 
nonpool  plant  must  have  and  make 
available  records  adequate  to  verify  any 
Class  II  utilization  claimed. 

There  was  no  evidence  Indicating  that 
the  Mississippi  Delta  market  carries  milk 
supplies  for  other  markets  and  therefore 
producers  have  no  claims  of  priority  to 
Class  I  sales  in  other  markets  resulting 
from  transfers  from  pool  plants  to  non¬ 
pool  plants  in  such  markets.  The  high¬ 
est-valued  uses  should  be  assigned  first 
to  producers  regularly  supplying  the 
other  market.  The  provisions  herein 
outlined  are  provided  purposely  to  as¬ 
sure  such  assignment. 

When  handlers  receive  butterfat  and 
skim  milk  from  sources  other  than  from 
producers,  it  is  necessary  to  provide  a 
method  for  allocating  such  receipts  to 
the  classes  of  utilization  in  such  a  man- 
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ner  as  to  determine  the  classification  of 
producer  milk.  Inasmuch  as  producer 
milk  is  the  regular  available  supply  for 
fluid  consumption  in  the  marketing  area, 
producer  milk  should  be  assigned  the 
Class  I  utilization  in  preference  to  other 
source  milk.  This  is  necessary  to  insure 
the  effectiveness  of  the  classified  pricing 
program  of  the  proposed  order.  The 
system  of  assigning  utilization  of  milk 
to  receipts  from  different  sources  which 
will  carry  out  this  objective  is  set  forth 
in  detail  in  the  proposed  market  agree¬ 
ment  and  order. 

In  general  this  procedure  requires  that 
skim  milk  and  butterfat,  respectively, 
remaining  in  each  class  be  assigned  to 
producer  milk  by  making  the  following 
deductions  from  the  gross  utilization  of 
each  handler  starting  with  Class  II  milk, 
except  as  otherwise  noted: 

(1)  Class  n  shrinkage  of  producer 
milk; 

(2)  Other  source  milk;. 

(3)  Receipts  from  other  handlers  (ac¬ 
cording  to  classification) ; 

(4)  Beginning  inventory; 

(5)  Add  shrinkage  deducted  in  (1); 
and 

(6)  Overage. 

Since  uniform  prices  paid  producers 
by  each  handler  are  to  be  calculated 
monthly,  the  assignment  of  utilization 
described  above  should  be  carried  out 
with  respect  to  all  milk  received  during 
each  month. 

(c)  Class  prices.  Class  I  prices  should 
be  established  at  a  level,  which  in  con¬ 
junction  with  Class  II  prices,  hereinafter 
concluded  to  be  appropriate,  will  result 
in  returns  to  producers  high  enough  to 
maintain  an  adequate  but  not  excessive 
supply  of  milk  to  meet  the  requirements 
of  the  marketing  area. 

The  maintenance  of  stable  conditions 
in  the  market  requires  that  prices  be 
modified  whenever  the  supply  of  milk 
in  relationship  to  sales  is  out  of  adjust¬ 
ment.  If  prices  remain  too  low,  insuffi¬ 
cient  milk  will  be  produced  to  provide 
for  Class  I  needs,  and  if  a  shortage  of 
this  kind  should  continue  it  would  be 
necessary  to  supplement  supplies  from 
regular  producers  by  importations  of 
milk  from  distant  areas.  On  the  other 
hand,  if  prices  are  too  high,  excess  pro¬ 
duction  is  stimulated,  consumption  is 
curtailed,  and  uneconomic  surpluses  of 
milk  develop.  Moreover,  an  appropriate 
balance  between  supplies  of  approved 
milk  from  regular  producers  and  the 
sales  of  such  milk  in  Class  I  will  be  at¬ 
tained  only  if  Class  I  prices  are  in  proper 
relationship  to  prices  of  milk  from  sup¬ 
plemental  sources  of  supply. 

Because  of  changing  supply  and  de¬ 
mand  conditions  for  milk  in  the  market 
it  is  necessary,  in  order  to  maintain  an 
appropriate  relation  between  supply  and 
sales,  to  provide  a  method  of  flexible 
Class  I  pricing.  Pricing  formulas  which 
cause  prices  to  change  automatically 
with  changes  in  market  conditions  are  in 
general  use  for  the  pricing  of  milk  to 
farmers  in  fluid  markets.  Proponents 
proposed  for  this  area  such  a  Class  I 
price  formula,  one  which  was  much  the 
same  as  that  in  the  Central  Mississippi 
area  under  Order  No.  ,87.  The  purpose 
was  to  provide  appropriate  flexibility  in 
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Delta  area  prices  and,  at  the  same  time, 
close  articulation  of  Delta  prices  with 
Central  Mississippi  prices.  But,  it  is 
shown  below  that  the  proposed  separate 
formula  for  the  Delta  area  would  not 
meet  these  tests;  and  that  price  objec¬ 
tives  would  be  better  served  by  basing 
Delta  area  Class  I  prices  directly  on 
prices  of  the  Central  Mississippi  order 
at  certain  designated  basing  points  in 
the  Delta  area,  than  by  a  separate  for¬ 
mula  provision. 

(1)  Class  I  price.  The  Class  I  prices 
in  this  order  should  be  the  Class  I  prices 
determined  pursuant  to  §  987.51  (a)  of 
Federal  Order  No.  87  regulating  the  han¬ 
dling  of  milk  in  the  Central  Mississippi 
marketing  area,  less  16  cents  per  hun¬ 
dredweight. 

It  was  proposed  by  the  cooperative  that 
the  Class  I  prices  be  $1.65  per  hundred¬ 
weight  above  a  basic  formula  price  for 
the  months  of  March  through  July  and 
$2.05  for  all  other  months.  The  basio 
formula  price  suggested  was  the  highest 
of  the  average  price  paid  midwestern 
condenseries,  a  formula  price  based  on 
market  values  of  butter  and  nonfat  dry 
milk,  or  the  average  paying  price  of 
nearby  Mississippi  manufacturing  plants. 

The  result  of  the  cooperative’s  pro¬ 
posal  would  be  a  Class  I  price  20  cents  per 
hundredweight  less  than  the  Class  I 
prices  determined  under  Federal  Order 
No.  87  for  the  Central  Mississippi  mar¬ 
keting  area.  This  price  would  apply  to 
all  plants  that  would  be  pool  plants  in 
the  marketing  area  proposed  by  the  two 
proponent  cooperatives.  This  proposal 
was  supported  on  grounds  of  inter-area 
relations  of  the  trade  in  the  Delta  region 
with  that  of  the  Central  Mississippi  area. 
This  was  the  dominant  consideration  in 
the  determination  of  the  level  of  Class 
I  prices. 

It  should  be  noted  that  the  Delta  area 
adjoins  the  Central  Mississippi  market 
on  the  south  while  the  northern  bound¬ 
ary  is  approximately  100  miles  south  of 
the  Memphis  area.  For  1957,  Class  I 
prices  at  Jackson,  Mississippi,  averaged 
$5.73  and  at  Memphis  $5.34.  Thus  the 
proposed  Delta  price  of  20  cents  under 
the  Jackson  price,  in  1957,  would  have 
been  about  the  same  amount  over  the 
Memphis  price.  In  1956  average  Class  I 
prices  in  Memphis  were  53  cents  lower 
than  the  Central  Mississippi  prices  at 
Jackson.  In  1955,  the  difference  was  57 
cents.  A  handler  proposed  that  if  Delta 
prices  must  be  definitely  aligned  with 
Central  Mississippi  prices,  as  proposed 
by  producers,  rather  than  with  Memphis 
prices,  they  should  be  no  less  than  30 
cents  under  the  Jackson,  Mississippi, 
price.  This  proposal,  however,  seems  to 
assume  that  the  difference  in  the  annual 
level  of  Class  I  prices  in  Central  Missis¬ 
sippi  and  in  the  Memphis  area  is  most 
likely  to  be  nearer  to  60  cents  than  to  40 
cents.  This  assumption  was  not  sup¬ 
ported  by  any  examination  of  the  factors 
associated  with  the  fluctuating  relation 
of  prices  in  these  two  markets.  On  the 
basis  of  hearing  evidence,  there  is  no 
good  basis  for  predicting  much  different 
relationship  from  that  in  1957. 

The  same  Class  I  price  for  all  pool 
plants  regardless  of  location  in  the  area 
is  necessary  to  equalize  extensive  com¬ 


petitive  relations  among  pool  plants  in 
the  area.  The  prices  proposed  by  proJr 
nents  need  to  be  altered  slightly  undei 
prevailing  price  relations  betweenthe 
Central  Mississippi  and  Memphis  mar 
kets.  A  Class  I  price  of  sixteen  cents 
under  the  Central  Mississippi  market  will 
provide  a  price,  25  to  30  cents  over  Mem- 
phis  and  in  proper  alignment  to  the  local 
tion  of  the  Delta  territory  with  respect 
to  these  areas.  The  same  price  for  all 
plants  in  the  marketing  area  will  reflect 
the  competition  between  Delta  plants 
The  recommended  level  of  the  Class  i 
price  will  reflect  the  competition  some 
Delta  plants  have  with  the  Central  Mis¬ 
sissippi  market. 

The  procurement  area  is  almost  wholly 
within  the  proposed  marketing  area 
Some  distributors  within  the  area  have 
sales  outside  the  area.  Two  milk  dis¬ 
tributors  located  in  the  southeast  portion 
and  two  located  in  the  west-central  side 
of  the  marketing  area  sell  some  fluid 
milk  products  in  the  Central  Mississippi 
marketing  area.  Three  Central  Missis¬ 
sippi  area  handlers  distribute  fluid  milk 
products  in  the  proposed  Delta  area. 
Three  milk  distributors  in  the  Delta  area 
have  some  sales  to  the  north,  outside  the 
marketing  area,  in  competition  with 
Memphis  handlers  and  with  milk  dis¬ 
tributors  primarily  competitive  with  the 
Memphis  trade  area.  Nonpool  plants 
located  within  the  marketing  area,  in 
the  eastern  portion  of  the  area,  compete 
for  supplies  of  milk  with  milk  distribu¬ 
tors  that  would  be  regulated  under  this 
recommended  order.  These  nonpool 
plants  procure  supplies  for  manufactur¬ 
ing  purposes  and  for  sale  as  Grade  A 
fluid  milk  for  markets  in  the  State  of 
Alabama.  Because  of  the  competition  in 
the  sale  of  milk  and  in  the  procurement  , 
of  supplies,  milk  at  the  various  locations 
in  the  recommended  marketing  area 
should  be  priced  in  accordance  with  the 
general  location  of  the  marketing  area 
to  the  trade  in  the  Central  Mississippi 
market. 

Obviously,  it  is  necessary  in  order  to 
contribute  to  orderly  marketing  and 
market  stability  to  price  milk  in  the 
Delta  pool  at  approximately  the  level  it 
would  be  if  it  were  in  the  Central  Mis¬ 
sissippi  pool.  A  large  portion  of  the  sup¬ 
ply  area  is  around  Starkville.  Under  the 
Central  Mississippi  order  the  Class  I 
price  would  be  adjusted  by  16  cents  at 
this  location.  The  same  location  adjust¬ 
ment  would  apply  at  Greenwood,  which 
is  one  of  the  larger  sales  areas.  A  Class 
I  price  identical  with  that  which  the  Cen¬ 
tral  Mississippi  order  provides  at  Green¬ 
wood  and  Starkville,  Mississippi,  will 
then  appropriately  extend  the  Central 
Mississippi  Class  I  prices  adjusted  by 
location  adjustments  to  the  Delta  area. 

(2)  Class  II  price.  The  Class  n  price 
should  reflect  the  value  of  milk  for  gen¬ 
eral  manufacturing  uses  in  the  Missis¬ 
sippi  Delta  milkshed.  The  average  of  the 
prices  paid  at  four  Mississippi  dairy 
manufacturing  plants  provides  an  ap¬ 
propriate  indication  of  the  value  of  milk 
for  such  uses  in  the  area.  The  four 
plants  selected  are  in  the  general  area  of 
the  Mississippi  Delta  milkshed,  and  are 
not  operated  or  controlled  by  persons 
who  will  be  handlers  under  the  order. 
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To  the  monthly  average  of  the  prices  counties  to  the  marketing  area  and  the  supplies  of  milk  would  continue  to  be 

.j'  at  local  dairy  manufacturing  competitive  conditions  in  sales  and  pro-  shouldered  by  only  a  part  of  the 
nunts  20  cents  per  hundredweight  should  curement  with  the  Memphis  market  in-  producers. 

be  added  for  the  months  of  September  curred  by  handlers  located  in  the  north-  A  market-wide  pool  will  facilitate  the 
through  January  and  10  cents  all  other  ern  portion  of  the  area  justifies  a  greater  movement  of  milk  supplies  by  the  co- 
months.  Proponents  testified  that  they  location  adjustment  for  such  handlers  operative  associations  between  handlers 
®  viliing  to  divert  for  their  account  than  that  of  the  first  recommended  de-  to  meet  their  individual  needs  or  to  those 
^at  handlers  do  not  want  to  dis-  cision.  Changing  the  first  differential  nonpool  processing  plants  that  can  make 
of  as  Class  II.  Proponents  are  able  zone  from  50  to  30  miles  from  the  basing  the  most  efficient  use  of  such  milk.  Such 
t-digpose  of  Class  II  milk  at  this  price  points  provides  a  greater  location  adjust-  a  pool  will  aid  the  market  in  retaining 
level.  The  recommended  Class  n  price  ment  at  three  plants  located  north  of  qualified  and  experienced  producers  on  a 
will  discourage  handlers  from  procuring  U.  S.  Highway  No.  82.  The  Class  I  price  year-round  basis  which  will  tend  to  make 
needless  supplies  of  Grade  A  fluid  milk  at  plants  located  40  miles  or  piore  from  available  enough  milk  to  fill  the  Class  I 
for  Class  II  use  and  thus  will  tend  to  the  nearest  basing  point  would  be  de-  requirements  during  the  normally  short 
maximize  returns  to  producers  for  Grade  creased  7.5  cents  per  hundredweight  plus  production  season.  A  market-wide  pool 
A  milk  used  for  Class  II.  one  and  one-half  cents  for  each  addi-  will  permit  any  handler  to  bid  on  such 

(3)  Handler  butterfat  differential,  tional  10  miles  in  excess  of  30  miles.  business  as  that  offered  by  military  in- 
Butterfat  and  skim  milk  will  be  ac-  Since  the  Delta  area  is  directly  north  stallations  and  other  public  institutions 
counted  for  separately  for  classification  of  the  Central  Mississippi  area  there  is  and  to  obtain  the  supplies  for  such  sales 
purposes  since  they  are  not  used  in  most  no  need  for  location  adjustments  to  the  without  upsetting  the  market  whenever 
products  in  the  same  proportions  as  re-  south.  Distances  would  be  measured  by  the  business  might  shift  from  one  han- 
ceived  from  producers.  The  basic  test  the  shortest  highway  distance  open  to  dler  to  another.  These  factors,  taken  in 
for  which  class  prices  are  determined  is  commercial  truck  traffic  as  determined  by  conjunction  with  the  variations  in 
4.0  percent  butterfat  content,  the  usual  the  market  administrator.  This  mileage  amount  of  reserve  supplies  among  plants, 
fat  test  at  which  prices  are  quoted  in  the  rate,  which  is  the  same  as  that  applicable  all  support  the  adoption  of  a  marketwide 
area,  and  on  which  the  market  has  oper-  under  Order  No.  87,  is  valid  for  the  Delta  pool. 

ated  for  many  years.  It  will  then  be  area,  as  shown  by  evidence  in  the  record.  (2)  Producer  payment  plan.  A  base 
necessary  to  adjust  Class  I  and  Class  n  The  value  of  manufacturing  milk  is  ap-  and  excess  plan  of  distributing  returns 
prices  of  milk  to  handlers  in  accordance  proximately  the  same  regardless  of  loca-  for  milk  among  producers  should  be 
with  the  average  test  of  milk  used  in  tion.  Any  differences  in  price  of  such  adopted  for  this  market, 
each  class.  Butterfat  differentials  which  milk  has  little  relation  to  its  location  to  The  majority  of  the  producers  are  now 
reflect  differences  in  value  due  to  differ-  the  Mississippi  Delta  area  or  to  its  loca-  receiving  payment  for  milk  on  a  base- 
ences  in  butterfat  content  are  used  for  tion  nationally.  Therefore,  location  ad-  excess  plan.  Each  of  the  two  coopera- 
this  purpose.  Producers  proposed  that  justments  are  unnecessary  on  Class  n  tive  associations  has  used  this  system  of 
the  handler  butterfat  differentials  be  .12  milk  and  should  only  apply  to  milk  as-  distributing  payment  among  its  members 
times  the  Chicago  price  of  92-score  but-  signed  or  otherwise  classified  as  Class  I.  for  many  years.  The  evidence,  although 
ter.  In  the  Mississippi  Delta  area,  fluid  The  uniform  prices  for  producer  milk  it  does  not  represent  the  total  figures  for  • 
cream  must  be  from  Grade  A  milk  and  should  be  subject  to  location  ad  justments  the  market,  indicates  that  receipts  vary 
is  therefore  priced  as  Class  I  milk.  But-  to  reflect  the  value  of  such  milk  in  ac-  widely  relative  to  Class  I  sales  between 
terfat  in  cream  from  inspected  sources  cordance  with  the  location  of  the  pool  the  summer  and  winter  months.  Han- 
sold  as  fluid  cream  or  cream  mixtures  plant  to  which  such  milk  is  delivered,  dlers  and  cooperatives  have  paid  pro- 
bas  a  higher  value  than  that  in  ungraded  The  rate  of  adjustment  applying  to  uni-  ducers  on  base-excess  plans  with  sub¬ 
milk  which  will  be  approximately  re-  form  prices  should  be  the  same  as  herein  stantially  the  same  rules.  Due  to  lack 
fleeted  by  a  butterfat  differential  0.12  recommended  for  adjusting  Class  I  prices  of  complete  market  information  in  re¬ 
times  the  Chicago  butter  price.  Such  a  to  handlers.  ^This  would  be  as  proposed  gard  to  receipts  from  all  producers  and 
differential  should  be  used  to  adjust  the  by  producers  and  as  provided  in  the  Cen-  utilization  data  from  all  handlers,  the 
hundredweight  price  of  Class  I  milk  for  tral  Mississippi  area.  effect  of  these  plans  on  the  relationship 

each  one-tenth  percent  variation  for  4.0  <d)  Payments  to  producer  s — (1)  of  supply  to  total  inspected  needs  of  the 

percent  butterfat  content.  The  Class  II  Type  of  pool.  The  marketwide  type  of  market  cannot  be  accurately  and  specifi- 
butterfat  differential  should  be  0.11  pool  should  be  included  as  a  means  of  cally  determined.  It  is  evident,  however, 
times  the  Chicago  butter  price  as  pro-  distributing  to  producers  the  returns  that  these  base-excess  plans  as  operated 
posed.  Such  a  differential  reflects  an  from  the  sale  of  their  milk.  in  the  past  have  encouraged  more  even 

appropriate  value  of  butterfat  for  Class  The  proponent  cooperatives  proposed  production. 

n  uses  in  this  area.  that  distribution  returns  from  the  sale  of  Fundamentally  the  base-excess  plan 

(4)  Location  differentials.  It  is  con-  producer  milk  be  on  a  marketwide  basis,  proposed  by  the  cooperative  associations 

eluded  that  an  extension  of  the  location  Marketing  conditions  require  payment  and  included  herein  is  similar  to  that 
differential  scheme  of  the  Central  Mis-  of  a  uniform  price  to  all  producers  rep-  now  being  used.  When  Class  n  utiliza- 
sissippi  area  woud  be  appropriate,  based  resenting  the  value  of  all  market  utiliza-  tion  exceeds  the  total  quantity  of  ex¬ 
on  distances  from  Greenwood  and  Stark-  tion  to  compensate  all  producers  fairly  cess  milk,  each  producer  would  receive 
ville, Mississippi;  provided,  however,  that  for  their  contribution  to  the  market  sup-  the  manufacturing  milk  price  for  milk 
no  location  adjustment  shall  apply  in  ply.  Some  milk  distributors  buy  as  delivered  dining  the  base-operating 
the  state  of  Mississippi  south  of  U.  S.  closely  as  possible  to  their  Class  I  needs  month  in  excess  of  a  daily  average 
Highway  No.  82.  In  Central  Mississippi,  and  carry  little  or  no  surplus  in  the  high  amount,  known  as  the  producer’s  base, 
location  differentials  begin  50  miles  from  production  months.  The  cooperatives  The  base  forming  period  is  September 
basing  points  with  a  10-cent  decrease  in  supply  their  cooperating  handlers  with  through  January.  The  producer’s  base 
the  price,  and  from  there  decline  at  the  as  much  milk  as  needed  and  generally  for  the  base-operating  period  beginning 
rate  of  one  and  one-half  cents  for  each  handle  the  surplus  production  of  their  with  the  following  March  is  determined 
full  ten  miles.  But  for  Delta  plants  lo-  members  by  diversion  to  manufacturing  by  the  daily  average  shipments  during 
cated  north  of  U.  S.  Highway  No.  82,  and  outlets.  Under  present  marketing  ar-  the  preceding  base-forming  period.  The 
30  miles  but  less  than  40  miles  from  the  rangements  producers  share  unequally  in  base  price  is  determined  by  dividing  the 
nearer  of  the  two  basing  points,  the  price  the  Class  I  sales  of  the  market.  A  ma-  total  market  base  deliveries  into  the  re- 
shoud  be  7.5  cents  less.  jority  of  plants  do  not  have  manufac-  maining  returns  for  all  producer  milk 

This  variation  from  the  Central  Mis*  turing  facilities,  other  than  for  ice  cream,  after  subtracting  the  value  of  excess  milk 
sissippi  pattern  of  location  differentials  and  generally  purchase  supplies  from  and  the  value  of  milk  from  producers 
«nd  from  the  previous  recommended  dairy  farmers  close  to  their  needs,  with  no  base.  The  base  of  each  producer 
decision  is  based  in  part  on  exceptions  Under  an  individual  handler  pool,  it  delivering  milk  in  the  base  period  is  the 
filed  by  the  proponent  cooperatives  and  could  not  be  expected  that  reserve  sup-  amount  determined  by  dividing  the  total 
by  handlers  located  in  the  northern  part  plies  for  the  market  would  be  uniformly  pounds  of  milk  received  from  such  pro¬ 
of  the  marketing  area.  The  addition  of  distributed  among  handlers.  The  bur-  ducer  at  all  pool  plants  during  the  base 
Parts  of  Coahoma,  Quitman  and  Panola  den  of  carrying  the  necessary  reserve  period  by  the  number  of  days  for  which 
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milk  Was  delivered  but  not  less  than  120 
days. 

Certain  rules  regulating  the  transfer  of 
established  bases  were  proposed  and  are 
adopted  herein  subject  to  some  modifica¬ 
tion.  Transfers  within  these  rules 
should  be  made  only  on  written  request 
filed  with  the  market  administrator. 
The  rules  permit  reasonable  transfer  of 
bases  and  correspond  closely  to  present 
practices  in  the  market. 

The  proposed  rules  are  modified  to  pro¬ 
vide  for  computing  bases  for  dairy 
farmers  on  deliveries  during  the  pre¬ 
ceding  base-forming  period  whenever 
any  plant  first  achieves  pool  plant  status 
in  a  base  paying  period.  This  provision 
will  permit  these  producers  to  share 
equally  with  all  other  producers  in  the 
returns  for  milk. 

Handlers  should  make  payments  to 
each  producer  for  his  milk  at  the  re¬ 
quired  prices.  If  a  producer  has  given  a 
cooperative  association  written  authori¬ 
zation  by  contract  or  in  any  other  form 
to  collect  payments  for  him  and  the 
association  makes  a  written  request  for 
the  payments  due  such  producers,  pay¬ 
ment  should  be  made  by  the  handler  to 
the  cooperative.  A  provision  authorizing 
handlers  to  make  payment  directly  to 
such  qualified  cooperative  for  milk  re¬ 
ceived  from  producer-members  is  neces¬ 
sary  to  enable  the  association  to  carry 
out  its  essential  functions  authorized  by 
the  enabling  act.  A  cooperative  associa¬ 
tion,  if  it  is  to  carry  out  these  essential 
functions,  must  have  full  authority  in 
the  collective  bargaining  and  selling  of 
member  milk.  It  is  provided  that  han¬ 
dlers  should  make  payments  to  produc¬ 
ers,  or  to  cooperative  associations,  at  not 
less  than  applicable  price (s)  on  or  before 
the  1 5th  day  after  the  end  of  each  month. 
Since  it  has  been  the  practice  in  this 
area  for  handlers  to  pay  producers  bi¬ 
monthly,  provision  has  been  made  for 
partial  payments  to  producers  on  or  be¬ 
fore  the  last  day  of  each  month  for  milk 
delivered  during  the  first  15  days  of  each 
month  at  not  less  than  the  Class  n  price. 
In  making  payments  for  producer  milk 
to  a  cooperative  association  the  handler 
will  pay  an  amount  equal  to  the  sum  of 
the  individual  payments  otherwise  pay¬ 
able  to  member  producers,  and  should  at 
the  same  time  furnish  the  cooperative 
association  with  a  statement  showing  the 
name  of  each  producer  for  whom  pay¬ 
ment  is  being  made  to  the  cooperative 
association,  the  volume  and  average 
butterfat  content  of  milk  delivered  by 
each  such  producer,  and  the  amounts  of 
and  reasons  for  any  deductions  which 
the  handler  withheld  from  the  amount 
payable  to  each  producer.  This  state¬ 
ment  is  necessary  in  order  that  the  co¬ 
operative  association  can  make  proper 
distribution  of  money  to  the  producer- 
members  for  whom  it  makes  collections. 

The  order  should  not  include  a  pro¬ 
vision  that  would  provide  a  pooling  dif¬ 
ferential  for  “special  milk’’. 

A  handler  proposed  a  pooling  differen¬ 
tial  on  “special  milk”.  He  was  joined  in 
this  proposal  by  representatives  of  the 
Mississippi  Guernsey  and  Jersey  breed 
associations.  It  was  proposed  that  “spe¬ 
cial  milk”  be  defined  as  milk : 

,(1>  Receiving  not  less  than  a  Class  I 
price  premium  of  25  cents  per  hundred¬ 


weight  above  the  minimum  order  price, 

(2)  Processed  and  handled  separately, 

and  ' 

(3 )  Sold  under  a  registered  trademark 
controlled  by  a  producers’  organization. 

In  support  of  such  a  definition  of  “spe¬ 
cial  milk”,  it  was  contended  that: 

( 1 )  It  has  superior  quality. 

(2)  Production  costs  of  this  “special 
milk”  are  higher,  and 

(3)  Consumer  demand  is  greater  than 
in  the  case  of  average  or  “ordinary” 
milk. 

The  proposed  definition  of  “special 
milk”,  on  which  a  pooling  differential 
for  “special  milk”  would  be  based,  is  not 
a  feasible  means  to  distinguish  such  milk 
from  any  other  milk  in  the  market  for 
pricing  and  pooling  purposes.  In  the 
first  place  premiums  of  25  cents  per  hun¬ 
dredweight,  or  more,  are  frequently  paid 
for  reasons  not  associated  with  the  qual¬ 
ity  of  the  milk.  There  have  been  numer¬ 
ous  situations  under  Federal  milk  price 
regulation  where  premiums  of  25  cents 
per  hundredweight,  and  more,  have  been 
paid  generally  throughout  the  market. 
Consequently,  the  mere  payment  of  a 
premium  of  any  amount  could  not  be 
relied  upon  to  distinguish  “special”  milk 
from  other  milk  in  the  market. 

Neither  could  separate  processing  and 
handling  be  used  to  identify  “special 
milk”.  Frequently,  all  of  the  milk  re¬ 
ceived  in  a  plant  which  distributes  “spe¬ 
cial”  breed  milk  handles  only  milk  which 
is  eligible  for  this  designation.  Likewise, 
other  distributors  sometimes  distribute 
“special  milk”  and  they  process  in  their 
own  plants  only  milk  meeting  those  spec¬ 
ifications.  It  could  be  said,  conse¬ 
quently,  in  the  latter  case  as  well  as  the 
former,  that  the  milk  was  handled  sep¬ 
arately.  Moreover,  milk  handlers  some¬ 
times  set  up  special  quality  criteria  of 
their  own  choosing,  and  they  handle  milk 
meeting  these  criteria  separately. 

Finally,  the  use  of  a  trademark  con¬ 
trolled  by  a  producers’  organization  could 
not  be  relied  upon  to  distinguish  “special 
milk”  from  all  other  milk  in  the  market. 
In  this  market  and  in  other  markets, 
there  are  producers’  associations  which 
distribute  milk  under  their  own  brand 
names,  which  brand  names  are  registered 
and  are  controlled  by  producers’  associa¬ 
tions.  Hence,  this  criterion  also  would 
fail  to  identify  only  special  milk. 

Each  of  these  criteria,  and  all  in  com¬ 
bination,  would  not  successfully  dis¬ 
tinguish  special  milk  from  other  milk 
which  could  be  distributed  in  this  and 
other  markets. 

In  justification  for  special  pricing  and 
pooling  it  is  claimed  that  the  special  milk 
has  superior  qualities  entailing  higher 
production  costs  that  entitle  producers  to 
higher  prices.  But  these  claims  are  not 
supported.  The  record  evidence  merely 
states  that  “special”  breed  milk  possesses 
higher  or  different  quality  characteristics 
than  other  milk  in  a  Grade  A  standard 
market  but  does  not  offer  facts  to  sub¬ 
stantiate  such  claims.  The  evidence  on 
cost  of  production  is  of  the  same  nature. 
It  is  a  fact  that  cost  of  production  studies 
show  marked  variation  in  costs  from 
farm  to  farm  among  Grade  A  milk  pro¬ 
ducers,  including  producers  of  “special” 
breed  milk.  Production  costs  or  market¬ 
ability  are  not  in  themselves  factors  to 


influence  minimum  milk  prices  or  ta 
justify  separate  or  special  pooling  of  re¬ 
turns  to  selected  groups  of  producers”* 

In  further  justification  of  their  pro 
posal,  proponents  claimed  a  greater  con 
sumer  demand  for  “special  milk.” 
support  this  claim,  the  high  Class  I  m 
lization  of  one  handler  distributini 
“special”  breed  milk  in  the  marketing 
area  was  cited.  This  handler  purchases 
other  source  fluid  and  powdered  milk 
from  distance  sources,  to  supplemental 
ceipts  from  area  producers.  At  the  same 
time,  however,  there  are  producers  of 
special  breed  milk  located  in  -the  mar- 
keting  area  that  do  not  have  a  market 
with  this  handler.  Extensive  advertis¬ 
ing,  superior  selling  practices,  proxim¬ 
ity  to  the  market  place  are  some  fac- 
tors,  besides  type  of  milk  differentiation 
that  influence  consumer  demand  and 
permit  some  handlers  to  secure  higher 
than  market  average  Class  I  utilization 
Be  that  as  it  may,  any  handler  restricting 
the  amount  of  milk  purchased  from  pro¬ 
ducers  and  supplementing  supplies  from 
other  sources  may  achieve  equally  well  a 
high  Class  I  utilization. 

Even  if  it  were  possible  to  define  ade¬ 
quately  the  “special  milk”  referred  to,  it 
would  be  inappropriate  to  provide  a  spe¬ 
cial  pooling  differential.  The  pooling 
arrangements  provided  in  Federal  orders 
have  important  market  and  price  stabi¬ 
lizing  functions.  They  make  it  feasible 
for  milk  handlers  to  accept  the  offerings 
of  producers  at  all  times.  In  a  market¬ 
wide  pool  handlers  may  accept  the  milk 
of  producers  without  reducing  the  indi¬ 
vidual  handler’s  pay  price  in  relation  to 
the  rest  of  the  market.  This  makes  it 
feasible  for  the  handler  to  accept  and 
market  all  of  the  deliveries  of  producers. 
In  a  similar  way,  under  individual-han¬ 
dler  pooling,  the  regulated  handler  pays 
his  producers  a  blended  price  for  all  of 
their  deliveries.  Thus,  he  does  not  have 
to  choose  among  producers  who  will  re¬ 
ceive  a  higher  price  and  who  a  lower 
price.  The  handler  c^n  thus  receive 
all  of  the  milk  of  his  producers  at  an 
equal  price.  Through  pooling,  producers 
share  equally  in  the  higher  value  of  fluid 
milk  products,  in  the  responsibility  to 
provide  an  adequate  and  orderly  flow  of 
the  supply  of  milk  to  meet  consumer  de¬ 
mand  and  in  the  lower  returns  from  the 
market  reserve  supply.  For  these  rea¬ 
sons  the  act  provides  for  either  indi¬ 
vidual-handler  or  marketwide  pooling  of 
returns  to  milk  producers  to  stabilize  the 
pricing  and  orderly  marketing  of  milk 
in  the  interest  of  producers  and  con¬ 
sumers. 

The  proposal  for  a  pool  differential, 
which  in  effect  would  mean  separate 
pooling  for  “special  milk”,  would  nullify 
the  effect  of  pooling.  It  would  hinder 
the  stabilizing  influence  pooling  is  in¬ 
tended  to  have  in  a  regulated  market. 
This  is  particularly  evident  when  it  is 
recognized  that  the  proposed  criteria  for 
“special  milk”  could  result  in  a  multi¬ 
plicity  of  separate  pooling  arrangements. 
Clearly  there  is  no  statutory  intent  to 
adopt  a  proposal  which  would  have  the 
effect  of  nullifying  one  of  the  most  essen¬ 
tial  stabilizing  devices  provided  in  the 
act. 

Despite  the  fact  that  it  is  concluded 
inappropriate  to  provide  special  pooling 
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rraneements  for  "special  milk",  there  is 

n^d  to  consider  such  action  a  penalty 

the  producers  0f  such  "special  milk". 

The  prices  specified  in  the  Federal  orders 
orP  minimums  only.  Producers  may 
rwtfotiate  for  higher  prices  for  milk  of 
Social  marketability  which  under  cer- 
E  circumstances  may  inhere  in  "spe- 
^fljmilk”.  Such  premiums  would  not 
Spooled-  but  would  be  paid  directly  to 
tjhe  producers  of  "special  milk". 

For  these  reasons  the  proposal  for  spe¬ 
cial  pooling  and  similar  pricing  proposals 
aiat  would  provide  for  a  preferential 
uooling  or  pricing  arrangement  for  pro¬ 
ducers  of  "special  milk"  is  denied. 

(3)  Producer  butterfat  differentials. 
The  butterfat  differential  used  in  making 
payments  to  producers  should  be  calcu¬ 
lated  at  the  average  of  the  returns 
actually  received  from  the  sale  of  butter¬ 
fat  in  producer  milk.  The  rate  to  be  used 
for  this  purpose  would  be  the  average  of 
the  Class  I  and  Class  II  differentials 
weighted  by  the  proportion  of  butterfat 
in  producer  milk  classified  in  each  class. 
Thus,  producer  returns  for  butterfat  will 
reflect  the  actual  sales  value  of  their 
butterfat  at  the  class  differentials  pro¬ 
vided  in  the  order.  The  producer  butter¬ 
fat  differential  in  no  way  affects  the 
handlers’  costs  of  milk  but  merely  pro¬ 
rates  returns  among  producers  according 
to  the  varying  butterfat  tests  of  their 
milk. 

(4)  Producer-settlement  fund.  Since 
the  amount  which  the  order  requires  a 
particular  handler  to  pay  for  his  milk 
may  be  more  or  less  than  the  amount  he 
is  required  to  pay  to  producers  or- co¬ 
operative  associations,  some  method  of 
balancing  these  amounts  is  necessary. 
A  producer-settlement  fund  should  be 
established  for  this  purpose.  All  han¬ 
dlers  who  are  required  to  pay  more  for 
their  milk  on  the  basis  of  their  utiliza¬ 
tion  than  they  are  required  to  pay  to 
producers  or  cooperative  associations 
should  pay  the  difference  into  the  pro¬ 
ducer-settlement  fund;  and  all  handlers 
who  are  required  to  pay  more  to  pro¬ 
ducers  or  cooperative  associations  than 
they  are  required  to  pay  for  their  milk 
on  the  basis  of  utilization  should  receive 
the  difference  from  the  producer-settle¬ 
ment  fund.  Amounts  paid  into  and  out 
of  the  producer-settlement  fund  for  this 
purpose  will  be  equal  except  for  minor 
differences  that  may  result  from  round¬ 
ing  of  uniform  prices.  In  order  to  per¬ 
mit  this  rounding  of  prices,  to  allow  for 
unavoidable  delays  in  receiving  payments 
from  handlers,  and  to  permit  payments 
to  be  made  to  any  handler  which  audit 
by  the  market  administrator  reveals  is 
due  such  handler  from  the  producer- 
settlement  fund,  a  reserve  should  be  held 
in  the  producer-settlement  fund  at  all 
times.  The  amount  of  the  reserve  con¬ 
templated  in  the  proposed  order  should 
be  sufficient  for  these  purposes.  This 
reserve  would  be  accumulated  by  deduct¬ 
ing  between  4  and  5  cents  each  month 
from  the  uniform  or  base  price,  as  appli¬ 
cable,  after  adding  half  of  the  unobli¬ 
gated  balance  to  the  pool  from  which 
such  prices  are  computed.  Since  excess 
milk  will  rarely  share  in  the  higher  class 
uses  of  the  market,  and  deduction  for 
the  reserve  from  the  excess  milk  price 
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would  reduce  this  price  below  the  level 
of  ungraded  manufacturing  milk  prices, 
excess  milk  need  not  contribute  to  this 
revolving  reserve  fund  in  months  when 
payments  are  computed  under  the  base- 
excess  plan. 

If  at  any  time  the  balance  in  the  pro¬ 
ducer-settlement  fund  is  insufficient  to 
cover  payments  due  to  all  handlers  from 
the  producer-settlement  fund,  payments 
to  such  handlers  should  be  reduced  uni¬ 
formly  per  hundredweight  of  milk.  The 
handlers  may  then  reduce  payments  to 
producers  by  an  equivalent  amount  per 
hundredweight.  Amounts  remaining  due 
such  handlers  from  the  producer-settle¬ 
ment  fund  should  be  paid  as  soon  as  the 
balance  in  the  fund  is  sufficient,  and 
handlers  should  then  complete  payments 
to  producers. 

5.  Payments  on  unpriced  milk: 

The  order  should  provide  compensa¬ 
tory  payments  with  respect  to  unpriced 
milk  which  is  allocated  to  Class  I  in  a 
pool  plant  when  receipts  from  producers 
exceed  110  percent  of  the  Class  I  utiliza¬ 
tion. 

The  proponent  cooperatives  proposed 
compensatory  payments  on  all  unpriced 
milk  utilized  or  sold  in  the  marketing 
area.  The  rate  of  payment  would  be  the 
difference  between  the  Class  I  and  Class 
II  milk  prices  for  the  months  March 
through  August.  During  the  months  of 
September  through  February,  the  rate  of 
payment  would  be  the  difference  be¬ 
tween  the  Class  I  milk  price  and  the 
uniform  price  to  producers.  * 

Receipts  of  milk  from  producers  dur¬ 
ing  the  lowest  period  of  production  may 
not  be  enough  to  meet  the  Class  I  needs 
of  handlers  in  the  marketing  area. 
Therefore,  purchase  of  other  source  milk 
by  handlers  in  bulk  fluid  form  or  as  skim 
milk  powder  or  condensed  milk  is  at 
times  necessary.  During  the  flush  sea¬ 
son,  receipts  from  producers  are  more 
than  sufficient  to  meet  the  Class  I  needs 
of  the  market. 

AnJmportant  function  of  the  order  is 
to  insure  that  the  position  of  handlers 
paying  producers  a  Class  I  price  for  fluid 
milk  will  not  be  undermined  by  other 
handlers  using  the  market’s  excess  or 
surplus  milk  for  Class  I  use.  It  is  equally 
important  that  the  Class  I  market  be  pro¬ 
tected  from  the  use  of  seasonal  excess 
milk  from  other  markets  as  well  as  from 
its  own  surplus.  If  the  order  failed  to 
provide  such  protection,  a  handler  could 
curtail  purchases  of  producer  milk  to  his 
own  advantage  and  secure  low  cost  re¬ 
serve  supplies  from  other  markets  for 
Class  I  use. 

Seasonal  supplies  may  be  obtained 
easily  and  cheaply  during  the  months  of 
flush  production,  when  most  markets 
have  receipts  of  milk  considerably 
greater  than  necessary  to  supply  their 
current  fluid  requirements.  If  adjoining 
milksheds  dispose  of  their  seasonal  sur¬ 
plus  in  each  other’s  Class  I  markets,  the 
result  would  be  confused  and  disorderly 
marketing  conditions.  Market  prices 
would  be  demoralized,  production  of  milk 
would  be  impaired,  and  the  future  supply 
of  milk  for  both  markets  would  be 
jeopardized.  Such  disorderly  marketing 
conditions  would  be  contrary  to  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  the  Agricultural  Marketing 


Agreement  Act.  Therefore,  in  order  to 
insure  the  effectiveness  of  the  classified 
pricing  program  and  to  promote  orderly 
marketing,  it  is  necessary  that  some 
method  of  compensating  for,  or  neutral¬ 
izing  the  effect  of,  the  advantage  created 
for  unpriced  milk  should  be  provided  as 
an  essential  provision  of  this  order. 
Since  the  need  for  such  payments  arises 
because  of  the  availability  of  unpriced 
milk  (milk  not  procured  at  specified 
prices  by  class  usage),  compensatory 
payments  should  not  apply  to  milk 
entering  the  marketing  area  from  a  plant 
regulated  under  another  order.  Its 
proper  classification  and  pricing  is  de¬ 
termined  pursuant  to  the  other  order. 

It  is  not  practicable  to  price  all  milk 
which  may  enter  the  market.  However, 
it  is  necessary  to  make  provision  to  pre¬ 
vent  the  displacement  of  producer  milk 
by  such  unpriced  milk  for  the  purpose 
of  cost  advantage.  The  alternative 
available  under  the  order  is  to  make  a 
charge  against  unpriced  milk  used  in 
Class  I  to  the  extent  necessary  to  remove 
any  advantage  in  using  such  milk  in  lieu 
of  milk  from  producers. 

In  the  case  of  other  source  ihilk  re¬ 
ceived  in  the  form  of  concentrated  prod¬ 
ucts  such  as  condensed  skim  milk  or  non¬ 
fat  dry  milk,  the  cost  to  the  handler  of 
such  products  is  approximately  the  Class 
II  price  provided  under  the  Mississippi 
Delta  order.  When  such  products  are 
reconstituted  and  utilized  as  Class  I  milk, 
the  cost  to  the  handler  of  such  product 
is  less  than  the  Class  I  price  by  approxi¬ 
mately  the  difference  between  the  Class 
I  price  and  the  Class  n  price.  In  order 
to  remove  any  price  advantage,  a  handler 
might  have  through  the  reconstitution  of 
manufactured  dairy  products  into  fluid 
milk  products,  the  rate  of  compensatory 
payment  on  other  source  milk  received 
in  the  form  of  concentrated  products 
should  be  the  difference  between  the 
Class  I  price  and  the  Class  n  price,  ad¬ 
justed  by  the  applicable  butterfat  dif¬ 
ferential.  Since  the  point  of  origin  of 
such  other  source  milk  is  not  generally 
known,  it  is  not  administratively  feasible 
to  adjust  these  payments  by  any  location 
differential. 

In  addition  to  the  other  source  milk 
which  enters  the  market  in  the  form  of 
concentrated  products  there  are  at  times 
fluid  milk  imports  from  unregulated 
markets  for  use  as  Class  I.  To  remove 
the  price  advantage  that  a  handler  might 
achieve  by  purchasing  surplus  milk  from 
other  markets  for  use  as  Class  I  milk, 
a  compensatory  payment  should  be  as¬ 
sessed  on  such  milk  equal  to  the  dif¬ 
ference  between  the  Class  I  price  and 
the  Class  II  price.  The  Class  n  price 
provided  by  the  order  is  a  fair  index  of 
the  value  of  such  milk  in  manufactured 
dairy  products  which  is  the  alternative 
outlet  for  such  milk.  Since  the  handler 
must  pay  the  cost  of  transporting  such 
milk  from  the  plant  of  origin  to  the 
marketing  area,  the  rate  of  the  payment 
should  be  reduced  by  the  amount  of  the 
location  differential  which  would  apply 
at  the  plant  of  origin  were  it  a  regulated 
plant  under  the  Mississippi  Delta  order. 

In  order  to  permit  handlers  to  secure 
supplementary  supplies  without  making 
a  payment  when  the  market  is  actually 
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short  of  milk.  It  has  been  provided  that 
no  compensatory  payment  will  apply  any 
month  in  which  receipts  of  producer  milk 
on  the  market  are  less  than  110  percent 
of  Class  I  sales.  Prom  the  record  data 
on  monthly  receipts  and  utilization  of 
producer  milk,  such  utilization  percent¬ 
age  would  be  a  practical  demarcation  of 
adequate  supply  and  deficit  supply  con¬ 
ditions. 

In  computing  the  applicable  location 
differential,  if  a  handler  has  received 
other  source  milk  in  the  form  of  fluid 
milk  products  from  two  or  more  nonpool 
plants,  the  amount  of  skim  milk  and  but- 
terfat  allocated  to  Class  I  milk  should 
be  considered  to  l^ave  been  received  from 
the  plants  in  sequence  according  to  the 
smallest  location  adjustment  applicable. 

*  In  the  case  of  a  handler  whose  plant 
fails  to  qualify  as  a  distributing  plant 
but  who  has  sales  of  fluid  milk  products 
on  routes  in  the  marketing  area,  such 
handler  also  should  under  certain  con¬ 
ditions  be  required  to  make  payments  to 
the  producer-settlement  fund.  The 
amount  of  these  payments  would  be  the 
lesser  of  (1)  the  difference  between  the 
Class  I  and  Class  n  price  multiplied  by 
the  amount  of  Class  I  milk  sold  in  the 
marketing  area,  or  (2)  the  amount  by 
which  total  payments  to  dairy  farmers 
are  less  than  the  total  amount  of  the 
plant’s  obligation  to  producers  if  such 
obligation  is  computed  as  if  such  plant 
were  a  pool  plant. 

If  the  handler  elects  to  make  payments 
under  the  first  option,  the  regulatory 
plan  will  be  protected  in  the  same  man¬ 
ner  and  to  the  same  extent  as  is  pro¬ 
vided  with  respect  to  compensatory 
payments  on  other  source  milk.  If  the 
handler  chooses  to  pay  the  full  utiliza¬ 
tion  value  of  his  milk  either  directly  to 
his  own  farmers  or  by  combination  of 
payments  to  his  farmers  and  to  the  pro¬ 
ducer-settlement  fund,  he  will  obviously 
not  have  any  advantage  in  terms  of  the 
minimum  order  class  prices  on  his  sales 
of  Class  I  milk  in  the  marketing  area, 
for  his  total  minimum  obligation  for 
milk  will  be  determined  in  exactly  the 
same  way  as  if  tie  were  a  fully  regulated 
handler. 

Affording  this  last  option  to  nonpool 
plants  which  distribute  some  Class  I 
milk  in  the  marketing  area  will  ade¬ 
quately  protect  the  regulatory  plan  in 
this  market.  In  the  areas  from  which 
it  is  expected  such  nohpool  handlers 
would  procure  supplies,  no  great  quanti¬ 
ties  of  milk  are  available.  Moreover, 
the  size  of  handlers  who  would  use  this 
option  is  relatively  small.  It  is  expected 
also  that  the  difference  between  the 
Class  I  price  and  uniform  price,  which 
will  prevail  in  this  market,  will  be  rela¬ 
tively  minor.  Consequently,  the  price 
which  these  handlers  would  be  required 
to  pay  under  the  option  and  the  uniform 
price  payable  by  wholly  regulated  han¬ 
dlers  would  not  differ  greatly.  Hence, 
the  exercise  of  this  option  could  not  have 
a  disruptive  influence  on  the  handling 
of  milk  in  this  area.  For  these  reasons, 
it  is  not  necessary,  in  order  to  maintain 
the  integrity  of  the  regulatory  plan  in 
this  market,  to  require  these  partially 
regulated  plants  to  make  payments  into 
the  producer-settlement  fund  if  it  is 
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ascertained  that  they  have  paid  their 
producers  at  least  the  total  amount  of 
money  which  they  would  be  required  to 
pay  if  they  were  fully  regulated. 

The  nonpool  handler  should  also  pay 
his  pro  rata  share  of  the  costs  of  admin¬ 
istration  of  the  order.  Complete  verifi¬ 
cation  of  receipts,  utilization  and  pay¬ 
ments  is  required  if  such  a  handler  is  to 
be  given  credit  for  payments  as  related 
to  the  classified  use  value  of  skim  milk 
and  butterfat  received.  Accordingly, 
administrative  expense  should  be  deter¬ 
mined  on  the  same  basis  as  for  fully 
regulated  plants.  Should  a  handler  op¬ 
erating  a  nonpool  distributing  plant  elect 
when  filing  his  report  to  make  payments 
to  the  pool  at  the  difference  between  the 
Class  I  and  Class  n  priced  with  respect 
to  sales  in  the  marketing  area,  the  ex¬ 
penses  of  administration  will  be  as¬ 
sessed  only  with  respect  to  such  sales, 
since  need  for  verification  will  then  be 
confined  to  that  volume. 

6.  A  provision  for  the  determination 
of  equivalent  price  quotations  should  be 
included  in  the  order. 

Such  a  provision  is  designed  to  meet 
an  emergency  situation  in  which  a  price 
quotation  necessary  in  the  determina¬ 
tion  of  class  prices,  or  for  any  other  pur- 
•poses,  may  not  be  available.  In  such 
event,  the  Secretary  would  determine  a 
price  equivalent  to  the  price  quotation 
normally  available.  The  provision  pro¬ 
posed  will  remove  uncertainty  as  to  the 
procedure  to  be  followed  in  the  absence 
of  any  price  quotation  provided  for  in 
the  order  and  thereby  will  prevent  un¬ 
necessary  interruption  in  the  adminis¬ 
tration  of  the  order. 

,  (e)  Other  administrative  provisions. 
The  remaining  provisions  are  of  a  gen¬ 
eral  administrative  nature,  are  inci¬ 
dental  to  the  order  provisions  of  the  pro¬ 
posed  order,  and  are  necessary  for  proper 
and  efficient  administration.  They  pro¬ 
vide  for  the  selection  of  a  market  admin¬ 
istrator,  define  his  powers  and  duties, 
provide  for  an  administrative  assess¬ 
ment,  prescribe  the  information  to  be 
reported  by  handlers  and  set  forth  the 
rules  to  be  followed  in  making  the  com¬ 
putations  required.  They  also  prescribe 
the  length  of  time  that  records  must  be 
retained  and  provide  a  plan  for  the  liqui¬ 
dation  of  the  regulatory  program  in  the 
event  of  suspension  or  termination. 
They  are  similar  to  like  provisions  of 
other  milk  orders,  and  except  as  set  forth 
below  require  no  comment. 

As  his  share  of  the  expenses  of  ad¬ 
ministering  this  proposed  order  each 
handler  should  pay  not  in  excess  of  5 
cents  per  hundredweight  with  respect  to 
all  producer  milk  received,  all  other 
source  milk  received  at  a  pool  plant 
which  was  classified  as  Class  I  milk,  and 
as  discussed  elsewhere  with  respect  to  a 
nonpool  plant.  The  market  adminis¬ 
trator  must  verify  receipts  and  utilization 
of  all  such  milk ;  therefore,  all  such  milk 
should  be  subject  to  the  expenses  of  ad¬ 
ministration.  Experience  in  other  mar¬ 
kets  indicates  that  5  cents  per  hundred¬ 
weight  with  respect  to  all  such  milk 
should  yield  sufficient  money  to  cover  ex¬ 
penses  of  administration.  If  payment  of 
expenses  of  administration  at  the  rate  of 
5  cents  per  hundredweight  yields  more 


money  than  is  needed,  provision  is  niad* 
for  the  Secretary  to  prescribe  a  w 
rate  of  payment  from  time  to  time* 
Provision  should  be  made  for  the  dk 
semination  of  market  information  to  pm! 
ducers,  for  the  verification  of  weight* 
and  for  the  sampling  and  testing  of  mik 
received  from  producers  for  whom  such 
services  are  not  being  rendered  by  « 
qualified  cooperative  association.  The 
order  should  provide  that  7  cents  per 
hundredweight,  or  such  lesser  amount  as 
the  Secretary  may  determine,  be  de¬ 
ducted  from  payments  to  such  producers 
for  use  of  the  market  administrator  in 
financing  such  services.  While  propon¬ 
ents  sought  a  deduction  of  8  cents  per 
hundredweight,  the  lesser  amount  recom¬ 
mended,  based  on  the  evidence  of  this 
record,  should  provide  adequate  funds 
for  marketing  services.  Conditions  in 
this  marketing  area  are  not  enough  dif¬ 
ferent  from  the  Central  Mississippi  mar¬ 
ket — where  a  7  cent  rate  is  provided— to 
justify  a  higher  rate  in  the  Delta  area. 
For  producers  for  whom  a  cooperative 
association  is  rendering  such  services,  the 
handler  should  pay  to  the  cooperative 
association  such  .deductions  as  the  pro¬ 
ducer  has  authorized  the  cooperative  to 
collect.  Such  payments  to  be  in  lieu  of 
those  to  the  market  administrator. 

Reports  are  required  from  handlers  on 
receipts  and  utilization  so  that  the  mar¬ 
ket  administrator  may  make  the  com¬ 
putations  necessary  to  the  marketwide 
pooling  operation  and  the  uniform  price 
to  producers.  Handlers  are  also  required 
to  submit  payroll  reports  which  would 
show  the  details  of  milk  receipts  from 
each  producer,  the  value  of  the  miiir  re. 
ceived  from  the  producer,  deductions 
therefrom,  and  net  amount  paid  to  the 
producer. 

There  are  limitations  on  the  period  of 
time  handlers  shall  retain  books  and  rec- ' 
ords  which  are  required  to  be  made  avail¬ 
able  to  the  market  administrator,  and  on 
the  period  of  time  in  which  obligations 
under  the  order  shall  terminate.  The 
provision  made  in  this  regard  is  identical 
in  principle  with  the  general  amendment 
made  to  all  orders  in  operation  on  July 
30,  1947,  effective  February  22, 1949,  and 
the  Secretary’s  decision  of  January  26, 
1949  (14  F.  R.  444)  covering  the  retention 
of  records  and  limitation  of  claims  is 
equally  applicable  in  this  situation  and  is 
adopted  as  part  of  the  decision. 

Dates  must  be  prescribed  for  announc¬ 
ing  prices,  filing  reports  and  making  pay¬ 
ments.  The  following  time  schedule 
should  allow  all  interested  persons  ade¬ 
quate  time  to  perform  each  function. 
(These  time  limits  »apply  to  the  indicated 
day  of  the  month  following  the  month  for 
which  computations  are  being  made.) 

Day  of  the  month  and  function: 

6th  day — Announcement  of  class  prices 
by  market  administrator. 

5th  day — Submission  of  monthly  re¬ 
port  of  receipts  and  utilization  by 
handlers. 

1 0th — Announcement  of  uniform 
prices  by  market  administrator. 

12th — Notification  by  market  adminis¬ 
trator  to  handlers  of  the  value  of  their 
producer  milk  and  amounts  due  to  or 
payable  from  producer-settlement  fund. 
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12th— Payment  by  handlers  of  amounts 
..i  to  producer-settlement  fund  and  for 
rtoenses  of  administration. 

i3th— Payments  by  handlers  to  coop¬ 
erative  associations  and  by  the  market 
jjjjninistrator  out  of  the  producer-settle- 

mi5th— Payments  by  handlers  to  pro- 

dUItis  impracticable  to  regulate  a  han¬ 
dler  under  two  or  more  orders  with  re¬ 
ject  to  the  same  milk.  He  should  be 
Slated  where  his  Class  I  sales  are 
greatest.  Therefore,  a  handler  who  op¬ 
erates  a  plant  at  which  minimum  prices 
to  dairy  farmers  are  established  under 
another  Federal  order  issued  pursuant 
to  the  act  and  also  sells  Class  I  milk  in 
the  Mississippi  Delta  marketing  area 
should  be  exempt  from  the  provisions 
of  this  regulation,  except  for  reporting 
the  volume  of  Class  I  sales  in  the  mar¬ 
keting  area. 

Rulings  on  proposed  findings  and  con¬ 
clusions.  Briefs  and  proposed  findings 
and  conclusions  were  filed  on  behalf  of 
certain  interested  parties  in  the  market. 
These  briefs,  proposed  findings  and  con¬ 
clusions,  and  the  evidence  in  the  record 
were  considered  in  making  the  findings 
and  conclusions  s§t  forth  above.  To  the 
extent  that  the  suggested  findings  and 
conclusions  filed  by  interested  parties  are 
inconsistent  with  the  findings  and  con¬ 
clusions  set  forth  herein,  the  requests 
to  make  such  findings  or  to  reach  such 
conclusions  are  denied  for  the  reasons 
previously  stated  in  this  decision. 

General  findings,  (a)  The  proposed 
marketing  agreement  and  order  and  all 
of  the  terms  and  conditions  thereof,  will 
tend  to  effectuate  the  declared  policy  of 
the  act; 

(b)  The  parity  prices  of  milk  as  deter¬ 
mined  pursuant  to  section  2  of  the  act 
are  not  reasonable  in  view  of  the  price 
of  feeds,  available  supplies  of  feeds,  and 
other  economic  conditions  which  affect 
market  supply  and  demand  for  milk  in 
the  marketing  area,  and  the  minimum 
prices  specified  in  the  proposed  market¬ 
ing  agreement  and  the  order  are  such 
prices  as  will  reflect  the  aforesaid  fac¬ 
tors,  insure  a  sufficient  quantity  of  pure 
and  wholesome  milk,  and  be  in  public 
interest;  and 

(c)  The  proposed  marketing  agree¬ 
ment  and  order  will  regulate  the  han¬ 
dling  of  milk  in  the  same  manner  as,  and 
will  be  applicable  to  persons  in  the  re¬ 
spective  classes  of  industrial  and  com¬ 
mercial  activity  specified  in,  a  marketing 
agreement  upon  which  a  hearing  has 
been  held. 

Rulings  on  exceptions.  In  arriving  at 
the  findings  and  conclusions,  and  the 
regulatory  provisions  of  this  decision, 
each  of  the  exceptions  received  was  care¬ 
fully  and  fully  considered  in  conjunction 
with  the  record  evidence  pertaining 
thereto.  To  the  extent  that  the  findings 
and  conclusions,  and  the  regulatory  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  decision  are  at  variance 
with  any  of  the  exceptions,  such  excep¬ 
tions  are  hereby  overruled  for  the  reasons 
previously  stated  in  this  decision. 

Recommended  marketing  agreement 
and  order.  The  following  order  regulat¬ 
ing  the  handling  of  milk  in  the  Missis¬ 
sippi  Delta  marketing  area  is  recom¬ 


mended  as  the  detailed  and  appropriate 
means  by  which  the  foregoing  conclu¬ 
sions  may  be  carried  out.  The  recom¬ 
mended  marketing  agreement  is  not 
included  in  this  decision  because  the  reg¬ 
ulatory  provisions  thereof  would  be  the 
same  as  those  contained  in  the  proposed 
order. 
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DEFINITIONS 

§  905.1  Act.  “Act”  means  Public 
Act  No.  10,  73d  Congress,  as  amended, 
and  as  reenacted  and  amended  by  the 
Agricultural  Marketing  Agreement  Act 
of  1937,  as  amended  (7  U.  S.  C.  601  et 
seq.). 

§  905.2  Secretary.  "Secretar y” 
means  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  of 
the  United  States,  or  any  other  officer 
or  employee  of  the  United  States,  au¬ 
thorized  to  exercise  the  powers  or  to 
perform  the  duties  of  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture. 

§  905.3  Department  of  Agriculture. 
“Department  of  Agriculture”  means  the 
United  States  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  or  any  other  Federal  agency  author¬ 
ized  to  perform  the  price  reporting  func¬ 
tions  specified  in  this  part. 

§  905.4  Person.  “Person”  means  any 
individual,  partnership,  corporation,  as¬ 
sociation,  or  other  business  unit. 

§  905.5  Cooperative  association.  “Co¬ 
operative  association”  means  any  coop¬ 
erative  marketing  association  which  the 
Secretary  determines,  after  application 
by  the  association :  \ 

(a)  To  be  qualified  under  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  the  Act  of  Congress  of  February 
18,  1922,  as  amended,  known  as  the 
“Capper- Volstead  Act”;  and 

(b)  To  have  full  authority  in  the  sale 
of  milk  of  its  members  and  to  be  en¬ 
gaged  in  making  collective  sales  of  or 
marketing  milk  or  its  products  for  its 
members. 

§  905.6  Mississippi  Delta  marketing 
area.  Mississippi  Delta  marketing  area, 
hereinafter  called  the  marketing  area, 
means  all  the  territory,  including  incor¬ 
porated  municipalities  and  military  res¬ 
ervations  within  Attala,  Bolivar,  Carroll, 
Choctaw,  Grenada,  Holmes,  Humphrey, 
Leake,  Leflore,  Lowndes,  Montgomery, 
Noxubee,  Oktibbeha,  Sharkey,  Sunflower, 
Tallahatchie,  Washington,  Webster, 
Winston,  and  Yazoo  counties;  Beats  1, 
4  and  5  in  Calhoun  county;  Beat  5  in 
Chickasaw  county;  Beats  4  and  5  in  Coa¬ 
homa  county ;  Beats  2,  3,  4  and  5  in  Quit- 
man  county;  Beat  3  in  Panola  county; 
and  Beats  1, 4  and  5  in  Yalobusha  county, 
all  within  the  State  of  Mississippi. 

§  905.7  Route.  “Route”  means  a  de¬ 
livery  (including  delivery  by  a  vendor  or 
sale  from  a  plant  or  plant  store)  of  any 
fluid  milk  product,  other  than  a  delivery 
to  any  milk  processing  plant. 
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§  905.8  Distributing  plant.  “Distrib-  dler  to  a  pool  plant  or  a  nonpool  plant  §  905.22  Duties.  The  market  admin 
uting  plant”  means  any  plant  at  which  for  the  account  of  such  handler  or  by  a  istrator  shall  perform  all  duties  neces 
fluid  milk  products,  eligible  for  distribu-  cooperative  association  but  for  not  more  sary  to  administer  the  terms  andpro 
tion  in  the  marketing  area  under  a  Grade  than  10  days  production  during  any  visions  of  this  part,  including,  but  not 
A  label,  are  processed  and  packaged  and  months  of  September  through  January,  limited  to,  the  following: 
from  which  fluid  milk  products  are  dis-  Milk  diverted  for  the  account  of  the  oper-  (a)  Within  45  days  following  the  date 
posed  of  on  a  route  (s)  in  the  marketing  ator  of  a  pool  plant  shall  be  deemed  to  on  which  he  enters  upon  his  duties  or 
area.  have  been  received  at  the  plant  from  such  lesser  period  as  may  be  prescribed 

*  n  <*. which  diverted,  and  milk  diverted  for  the  by  the  Secretary,  execute  and  deliver 
§  nSu/fSiPihie  account  of  a  cooperative  association  shall  the  Secretary  a  bond,  effective  as  of  the 

be  deemed  to  have  been  received  by  the  date  on  which  he  enters  upon  such  dute 
Sder  l  o^A  Utel  from  operative  association  at  the  location  and  conditioned  upon  the  fafil  £ 

under  a  uraae  a  laoei,  is  rec  a  the  pool  plant  from  which  it  was  formance  of  such  duties,  in  an  amount 

diverted.  and  with  surety  thereon,  satisfacto* 

the  Secretary; 

(b)  Employ  and  fi;c  the  compensation 
of  such  persons  as  may  be  necessary  to 
enable  him  to  administer  its  terms  and 
provisions; 

(c)  Obtain  a  bond  in  a  reasonable 
amount  and  with  reasonable  surety 
thereon  covering  each  employee  who 
handles  funds  entrusted  to  the  market 


plant.  §  905.15  Producer  milk.  “Producer 

«  aac  i a  n..i  _T _ *  «.rwvi  milk”  means  all  skim  milk  and  butterfat 

8  905.10  Pool  plant.  Pool  plant  received  at  a  p00i  plant  direcUy  ,rom 

m?™A  distributing  plant,  other  than  {"£*“*”•  or  dlverted  .pursuant  ‘ 
that  of  a  producer-handler  or  one  de-  s 

scribed  in  §  905.61  (a) ,  from  which  dur-  §  905.16  Other  source  milk.  “Other 
ing  the  month:  1  source  milk”  means  all  skim  milk  and 

(1)  Disposition  in  the  marketing  area  butterfat  contained  in:  _ 

of  fluid  milk  products  on  routes  is  20  (a)  Receipts  dining  the  month  of  fluid  administrator; 

percent  or  more  of  receipts  from  dairy  milk  products  except  (1)  fluid  milk  prod-  (d)  Pay  out  of  the  funds  provided  by 
farmers  and  supply  plants;  and  ucts  received  from  pool  plants,  (2)  pro-  §  905.93,  the  cost  of  his  bond  and  of  the 

(2)  Total  disposition  of  fluid  milk  ducer  milk;  and  bonds  of  his  employees,  his  own  compen- 

products  on  routes  is  50  percent  or  more  <b)  Products,  other  than  fluid  milk  sation,  and  all  other  expenses,  except 
of  receipts  from  dairy  farmers  and  sup-  products,  from  any  source  (including  those  incurred  under  §  905.92,  neces- 
ply  plants;  or  those  produced  at  the  plant)  which  are  sarily  incurred  by  him  in  the  mainte- 

(b)  A  supply  plant  from  which  during  reprocessed  or  converted  to  another  nance  and  functioning  of  his  office  and  in 
the  month  50  percent  or  more  of  re-  J  "‘1  -----  J  ^ 

ceipts  from  dairy  farmers  is  moved  to 
a  plant  described  in  paragraph  (a)  of 
this  section.  Any  supply  plant  that  was 
a  pool  plant  during  each  of  the  months 
of  September  through  January  immedi¬ 
ately  preceding  shall  continue  to  be  a 
pool  plant  each  of  the  following  months 
of  February  through  August  unless  writ¬ 
ten  notice  to  the  market  administrator 
is  received  before  the  first  day  of  the 
month  of  its  intention  to  withdraw,  in 
which  case  such  plant  shall  thereafter 
be  a  nonpool  plant,  unless  it  again  quali¬ 
fies  as  a  supply  plant  by  shipping  50 
percent  or  more  of  its  receipts  from  dairy 
farmers  tq  a  plant  described  in  para¬ 
graph  (a)  of  this  section. 

§  905.11  Nonpool  plant.  “Nonpool 
plant”  means  any  milk  manufacturing, 
processing  or  bottling  plant  other  than 
a  pool  plant. 

§  905.12  Handler.  “Handler”  means: 

-  (a)  Any  person  in  his  capacity  as  the 
operator  of  a  pool  plant(s) ;  or 

(b)  The  operator  of  any  nonpool  dis¬ 

tributing  plant  with  route  distribution 
in  the  area^  or  v 

(c)  A  cooperative  association  with  re¬ 
spect  to  milk  of  producers  diverted  for 
the  account  of  such  association  from  a 
pool  plant  to  a  nonpool  plant  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  §  905.14. 

§  905.13  Producer -handler.  “Produc¬ 
er-handler”  means  a  dairy  farmer  who 

operates  a  distributing  plant  at  which  no  §  905.21  Powers.  The  market  admin- 
fluid  milk  or  fluid  milk  products  are  re-  istrator  shall  have  the  following  powers 
ceived  during  the  month  except  his  own  with  respect  to  this  part: 
production  or  transfers  from  a  pool  (a)  To  administer  its  terms  and  pro- 
plant^).  •  visions; 

§  905.14  Producer.  “Producer”  means  (b)  To  receive,  investigate,  and  report 
any  person,  other  than  a  producer-han-  to  the  Secretary,  complaints  of  viola- 
dler,  who  produces  milk  in  compliance  tions; 

with  Grade  A  inspection  requirements  of  <c)  To  make  rules  and  regulations  to 
a  duly  constituted  health  authority,  effectuate  its  terms  and  provisions;  and 
which  milk  is  received  during  the  month  (d)  To  recommend  amendments  to 
at  a  pool  plant  or  is  diverted  by  a  han-  the  Secretary. 
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routed  pursuant  to  §  905.72  and  the 
butterfat  differential  computed  pursuant 

905.75;  and 

(3)  On  or  before  the  10th  day  after 
...  end  of  each  of  the  months  of  March 
through  July,  the  uniform  prices  for  base  _ 
St  and  for  excess  milk  computed  pur¬ 
suant  to  §§  905.73  and  905.74  and  the  but¬ 
terfat  differential  computed  pursuant  to 


(i)  On  or  before  the  12th  day  after 
the  end  of  each  month,  report  to  each 
cooperative  association  which  so  re- 
auests,  the  percentage  of  producer  milk 
delivered  by  members  of  such  association, 
which  was  used  in  each  class  by  each 
handler  receiving  such  milk.  For  the 
purpose  of  this  report,  the  milk  so  re¬ 
ceived  shall  be  prorated  to  each  class  in 
accordance  with  the  total  utilization  of 
producer  milk  by  each  handler;  and 
y  (k)  Prepare  and  make  available  for 
the  benefit  of  producers,  consumers,  and 
handlers,  general  statistics,  and  infor¬ 
mation  concerning  the  operation  of  this 
part  which  do  not  reveal  confidential 
information. 


reports,  records  and  facilities 

§  905.30  Reports  of  receipts  and  utili¬ 
sation.  On  or  before  the  5th  day  (ex¬ 
clusive  of  Sundays  and  holidays)  of  each 
month  each  handler  who  operates  a 
pool  plant(s) ,  each  handler,  other  than 
a  producer-handler,  who  operates  a  non¬ 
pool  distributing  plant,  and  any  coop¬ 
erative  association  with  respect  to  milk 
for  which  it  is  a  handler  pursuant  to 
§  905.12  (c)  shall  report  for  the  preceding 
month  to  the  market  administrator  in 
the  detail  and  on  forms  prescribed  by 
the  market  administrator  as  follows: 

(a)  The  quantities  of  skim  milk  and 
butterfat  contained  in: 

(1)  Milk  received  from  producers  and 
for  the  months  of  March  through  July 
the  total  quantity  of  base  and  excess 
milk.  In  lieu  thereof  the  operator  of  a 
nonpool  distributing  plant  shall  report 
aggregate  receipts  from  dairy  farmers 
who  would  be  producers  if  such  plant 
were  a  pool  plant; 

(2)  Fluid  milk  products  received  from 
other  pool  plants; 

(3)  Other  source  milk;  and 

(4)  Inventories  of  fluid  milk  products 
on  hand  at  the  beginning  and  end  of 
the  month; 

(b)  The  utilization  of  all  skim  milk 
and  butterfat  required  to  be  reported 
pursuant  to  paragraph  (a)  of  this  sec¬ 
tion,  including  separate  statements  with 
respect  to: 

(1)  Disposition  of  fluid  milk  products 
on  routes  within  the  marketing  area 
from  plants  described  in  §§  905.61  and 
905.62,  and  from  other  plants  for  which 
the  market  administrator  requires  such 
information  as  a  basis  for  determination 
of  status  or  obligations;  and 

(2)  Class  I  milk  outside  the  marketing 
area; 

(c)  Such  other  information  with  re¬ 
spect  to  sources  and  utilization  of  skim 
milk  and  butterfat  as  the  market  ad¬ 
ministrator  may  prescribe. 


§905.31  Other  reports,  (a)  On  or  be¬ 
fore  the  20th  day  of  each  month  each 
handler  operating  a  pool  plant(s)  and 


each  cooperative  association  which  is  a 
handler  pursuant  to  §  905.12  (c)  shall  re¬ 
port  its  producer  payroll  for  the  pre¬ 
ceding  month  which  shall  show  for  each 
producer: 

(1)  His  name  and  address; 

(2)  The  total  pounds  of  milk  received 
from  such  producer  and  for  the  base- 
operating  months  of  March  through  July 
the  total  pounds  of  base  and  excess  milk; 

(3)  The  number  of  days  on  which 
milk  was  received  from  such  producer  if 
less  than  a  full  calendar  month; 

(4)  The  average  butterfat  content  of 
such  milk;  and 

(5)  The  net  amount  of  such  handler’s 
payment,  the  price  paid  and  the  amount 
and  nature  of  any  deductions; 

(b)  Each  handler  who  received  pro¬ 
ducer  milk  for  which  payment  is  to  be 
made  to  a  cooperative  association  pur¬ 
suant  to  §  905.90  (e)  shall  report  to  such 
cooperative  association  with  respect  to 
each  such  producer,  as  follows: 

(1)  On  or  before  the  20th  day  of  each 
month,  the  total  pounds  of  milk  received 
during  the  first  15  days  of  the  month; 

(2)  On  or  before  the  10th  day  after 
the  end  of  each  month; 

(i)  The  daily  and  total  pounds  of  milk 
received  during  the  month  with  separate 
totals  for  base  and  excess  milk  for  the 
months  of  March  through  July,  and  the 
average  butterfat  test  thereof;  and 

(ii)  The  amount  or  rate  and  nature  of 
any  deductions. 

(c)  Each  handler  (other  than  a  pro¬ 
ducer-handler  or  one  described  in 
§  905.61)  operating  a  nonpool  distribut¬ 
ing  plant  shall  report  his  payments  to 
dairy  farmers  qualified  to  be  producers 
if  such  plant  were  a  pool  plant,  showing 
for  each  such  dairy  farmer: 

(1)  The  pounds  of  milk; 

(2)  The  average  butterfat  content 
thereof;  and 

(3)  The  date  and  net  amount  of  pay¬ 
ment  to  such  dairy  farmer  with  a  state¬ 
ment  of  the  prices,  deductions  and 
charges  used  in  computing  such  payment 
and  the  nature  of  each. 

§  905.32  Producer -handler  reports. 
Each  producer-handler  shall  make  re¬ 
ports  to  the  market  administrator  at  such 
time  and  in  such  manner  as  the  market 
administrator  shall  prescribe. 

§  905.33  Records  and  facilities.  Each 
handler  shall  maintain  and  make  avail¬ 
able  to  the  market  administrator  during 
the  usual  hours  of  business,  such  ac¬ 
counts  and  records  of  his  operations, 
together  with  such  facilities  as  are  neces¬ 
sary  for  the  market  administrator  to 
verify  or  establish  the  correct  data  for 
each  month  with  respect  to: 

(a)  The  receipt  and  utilization  of  all 
skim  milk  and  butterfat  handled  in  any 
form; 

(b)  The  weights  and  butterfat  and 
other  content  of  all  milk,  skim  milk, 
cream,  and  other  milk  products  handled ; 

(c)  The  pounds  of  skim  milk  and 
butterfat  contained  in  or  represented  by 
all  milk,  skim  milk,  cream,  and  milk 
products  on  hand  at  the  beginning  and 
end  of  each  month;  and 

(d)  Payments  to  producers,  including 
any  deductions  authorized  by  producers, 
and  disbursement  of  money  so  deducted. 


§  905.34  Retention  of  records.  All 
books  and  records  required  under  this 
part  to  be  made  available  to  the  market 
administrator,  shall  be  retained  by  the 
handler  for  a  period  of  three  years  to 
begin  at  the  end  of  the  calendar  month, 
to  which  such  books  and  records  pertain; 
Provided.  That  if  within  such  three-year 
period,  the  market  administrator  notifies 
the  handler  in  writing  that  the  retention 
of  such  books  and  records,  or  of  speci¬ 
fied  books  and  records,  is  necessary  in 
connection  with  a  proceeding  under  sec¬ 
tion  8c  (15)  (A)  of  the  act  of  a  court 
action  specified  in  such  notice,  the  han¬ 
dler  shall  retain  such  books  and  records, 
or  specified  books  and  records,  until 
further  written  notification  from  the 
market  administrator.  In  either  case, 
the  market  administrator  shall  give 
further  written  notification  to  the  han¬ 
dler  promptly  upon  the  termination  of 
the  litigation  or  when  the  records  are  no 
longer  necessary  in  connection  therewith. 

CLASSIFICATION 

§  905.40  Skim  milk  and  butterfat  to  be 
classified.  All  skim  milk  and  butterfat 
required  to  be  reported  pursuant  to 
§  905.30  shall  be  classified  (separately  as 
skim  milk  and  butterfat),  pursuant  to 
§§  905.41  to  905.47. 

§  905.41  Classes  of  utilization.  Sub¬ 
ject  to  the  conditions  set  forth  in 
§§  905.42  to  905.47  the  classes  of  utiliza¬ 
tion  shall  be  as  follows : 

(a)  Class  I  shall  be  all  skim  milk  (in¬ 
cluding  reconstituted  skim  milk)  and 
butterfat: 

(1)  Disposed  of  in  the  form  of  fluid 
milk  products,  except  those  classified 
pursuant  to  paragraph  (b)  (2)  of  this 
section;  and  ^ 

(2)  Not  accounted  for  as  Class  n; 

(b)  Class  II  shall  be  all  skim  milk  and 
butterfat: 

(1)  Used  to  produce  any  product  other 
than  a  fluid  milk  product; 

(2)  In  skim  milk  authorized  by  the 
market  administrator  to  be  dumped  or 
accounted  for  as  disposed  of  for  livestock 
feed; 

(3)  In  shrinkage,  but  in  an  amount 
not  to  exceed  one-Mlf  percent  of  the 
total  pounds  of  skim  milk  and  butterfat 
received  directly  from  producers  plus 
IV2  percent  of  the  total  pounds  of  skim 
milk  and.  butterfat  in  bulk  milk,  skim 
milk,  and  cream  in  fluid  form  received 

v  at  a  pool  plant  from  all  sources  less  that 
disposed  of  in  bulk  to  a  pool  plant  of 
another  handler; 

(4)  In  shrinkage  of  other  source  milk; 
and 

(5)  In  inventories  of  fluid  milk  prod¬ 
ucts  on  hand  at  the  end  of  the  month. 

§  905.42  Assignment  of  shrinkage. 
The  market  administrator  shall  assign 
shrinkage  at  the  pool  plant (s)  of  each 
handler  as  follows: 

(a)  Compute  the  shrinkage  of  skim 
milk  .and  butterfat  classified  as  Class  n 
milk;  and 

(b)  Assign  the  resulting  amounts  pro 
rata  to  the  handler’s  receipts  of  skim 
milk  and  butterfat,  respectively,  in  (1) 
producer  milk  and  milk  received  from 
other  pool  plants  and  (2)  other  source 
milk. 
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S  905.43  Responsibility  of  handlers. 
All  skim  milk  and  butterfat  shall  be  clas¬ 
sified  as  Class  I  unless  the  handler  who 
first  receives  such  skim  milk  or  butterfat 
proves  to  the  market  administrator  that 
such  skim  milk  or  butterfat  should  be 
classified  otherwise.  \ 

§  905.44  Transfers.  Skim  milk  and 
butterfat  transferred  or  diverted  during 
the  month  as  milk,  skim  milk  or  cream 
from  a  pool  plant  to: 

(a)  The  pool  plant  of  another  handler 
shall  be  classified  as  Class  I  unless  Class 
n  is  indicated  by  the  operators  of  both 
plants  in  their  reports  submitted  pur¬ 
suant  to  §  905.30  and: 

(1)  The  receiving  plant  has  utilization 
in  such  class  of  equivalent  amounts  of 
skim  milk  and  butterfat,  respectively; 
and 

(2)  Such  skim  milk  and  butterfat  shall 
be  classified  so  as  to  allocate  to  producer 
milk  the  greatest  possible  total  Class  I 
in  the  two  plants; 

(b)  A  plant  operated  by  a  producer- 
handler  shall  be  Class  I; 

(0)  A  nonpool  plant,  except  as  speci¬ 
fied  in  paragraph  (b)  of  this  section, 
shall  be  Class  I  unless: 

(1)  The  transfer  is  in  bulk  form  and 
the  transferring  handler  claims  Class  II 
use  on  his  report  for  the  month; 

(2)  The  operator  of  the  nonpool  milk 
plant  maintains  books  and  records  which 
are  made  available  for  examination  upon 
request  by  the  market  administrator  and 
which  are  adequate  for  verification  of 
such  Class  n  use;  and 

(3)  The  skim  milk  and  butterfat,  re¬ 
spectively,  received  at  the  nonpool  .plant 
during  the  month  from  a  pool  plant (s) 
and  from  a  plant(s)  at  which  milk  is 
priced  pursuant  to  another  order  issued 
pursuant  to  the  act  does  not  exceed  the 
skim  milk  and  butterfat,  respectively, 
resulting  from  the  following  computa¬ 
tion: 

(i)  Determine  the  skim  milk  and  but¬ 
terfat,  respectively,  used  to  produce  any 
items  of  Class  n  milk  (as  defined  pursu¬ 
ant  to  §  905.41  (b) )  at  such  nonpool 
plant  during  the  month; 

(ii)  Add  the  skim  milk  and  butterfat, 
respectively,  in  fluid  bulk  cream  trans¬ 
ferred  from  such  nonpool  plant  to  a  plant 
at  which  milk  is  priced  pursuant  to  this 
part  or  another  order  issued  pursuant  to 
the  act  and  such  cream  is  allocated  to 
other  than  Class  I  (under  the  applicable 
order  definitions  and  allocation  proce¬ 
dures  at  the  transferee  plant) ; 

(iii)  Add  the  skim  milk  and  butterfat, 
respectively,  in  fluid  bulk  cream  trans¬ 
ferred  from  such  nonpool  plant  to  a  sec¬ 
ond  nonpool  plant  which  is  not  in  excess 
of  the  items  of  Class  n  proceed  in  such 
second  nonpool  plant  plus  the  bulk  fluid 
cream  shipped  from  such  second  nonpool 
plant  to  other  nonpool  plants  which  do 
not  dispose  of  milk  or  cream  for  con¬ 
sumption  in  fluid  forms:  Provided.  That 
the  second  nonpool  plant  meets  the  con¬ 
ditions  of  subparagraph  (2)  of  this 
paragraph;  and 

(iv)  Subtract  the  skim  milk  and 
butterfat,  respectively,  received  in  fluid 
milk  products  at  such  nonpool  plant  from 
any  source  (s)  other  than  that  which  has 
been  approved  by  a  governmental  agency 


as  a  source(s)  of  Grade  A  fluid  milk 
products. 

In  the  event  that  the  remaining  skim 
milk  and  butterfat,  respectively,  com¬ 
puted  pursuant  to  subdivision  (iv)  of  this 
subparagraph  is  less  than  the  skim  milk 
and  butterfat,  respectively,  received  at 
such  nonpool  plant  from  a  pool  plant  (s) 
and  from  a  plant  (s)  at  which  milk  is 
priced  pursuant  to  another  order  issued 
pursuant  to  the  act,  the  difference  shall 
be  assigned  pro  rata,  to  each  pool  plant 
(in  accordance  with  receipts  of  skim 
milk  and  butterfat,  respectively,  from 
all  plants  regulated  pursuant  to  the  act) , 
and  shall  be  classified  as  Class  I  milk. 

i  905.45  Computation  of  skim  milk 
and  butterfat  in  each  cla$s.  For  each 
month  the  market  administrator  shall 
correct  for  mathematical  and  obvious 
errors  the  monthly  report  submitted  by 
each  handler  pursuant  to  §  905.30  and 
compute  the  total  pounds  of  skim  milk 
and  butterfat  respectively,  in  Class  I 
and  Class  n  at  the  pool  plant (s)  of  such 
handler. 

§  905.46  Allocation  of  skim  milk  clas¬ 
sified.  The  pounds  of  skim  milk  remain¬ 
ing  after  making  the  following  compu¬ 
tations  shall  be  the  pounds  in  each  class 
allocated  to  producer  milk: 

(a)  Subtract  from  the  total  pounds  of 
skim  milk  in  Class  II  the  pounds  of  skim 
milk  shrinkage  pursuant  to  §  905.41 
(b)  (3); 

(b)  Subtract  from  the  total  pounds 
of  skim  milk  remaining  in  each  class,  in 
series  beginning  with  Class  II,  the  pounds 
of  skim  milk  in  other  source  milk,  ex¬ 
cept  as  specified  in  paragraph  (c)  of  this 
section; 

(c)  Subtract  from  the  pounds  of  skim 
milk  remaining  in  each  class,  in  series 
beginning  with  Class  n,  the  pounds  of 
skim  milk  received  from  plants  subject 
to  the  pricing  and  payment  provisions 
of  other  orders  issued  pursuant  to  the 
Act; 

(d)  Subtract  from  the  pounds  of  skim 
milk  remaining  in  each  class,  the  pounds 
of  skim  milk  received  from  other  han¬ 
dlers  in  such  class  pursuant  to  §§  905.41 
and  905.44  (a) ; 

(e)  Subtract  from  the  pounds  of  skim 
milk  remaining  in  each  class,  in  series 
beginning  with  Class  II,  the  pounds  of 
skim  milk  in  inventory  of  fluid  milk 
products  on  hand  at  the  beginning  of  the 
month; 

(f)  Add  to  the  remaining  pounds  of 
skim  milk  in  Class  II  the  pounds  sub¬ 
tracted  pursuant  to  paragraph  (a)  of 
this  section;  and 

(g)  If  the  remaining  pounds  of  skim 
milk  in  both  classes  exceed  the  pounds  of 
skim  milk  in  milk  received  from  pro¬ 
ducers,  subtract  such  excess  from  the 
remaining  pounds  of  skim  milk  in  each 
class  in  series,  beginning  with  Class  II. 

§  905.47  Allocation  of  butterfat  classi¬ 
fied.  Allocate  the  pounds  of  butterfat 
in  each  class  to  producer  milk  in  the 
same  manner  as  that  prescribed  for  skim 
milk  in  §  905.46. 

§  905.48  Computation  of  total  pro¬ 
ducer  milk  in  each  class.  Combine  into 
one  total  the  amounts  computed  pursu¬ 


ant  to  §§  905.46  and  905.47  for  each  das* 
and  determine  the  weighted  avera*! 
butterfat  content  of  producer  milk,  *** 

MINIMUM  PRICES 

3  905.50  Class  prices.  Subject  to  th* 
provisions  of  §§  905.51  and  905  52  the 
minimum  prices  per  hundredweight  for 
the  month  shall  be  as  follows:  --  w  . \  ? 

(a)  Class  I  price.  The  price  per  hun 
dredweight  for  Class  I  shall  be  the  price 

for  Class  I  milk  established  pursuant  to 
§  987.51  (a)  of  this  chapter  regulating 
the  handling  of  milk  in  the  Central 
Mississippi  marketing-area,  less  16  cents- 

(b)  Class  11  price.  The  price  per  hunl 
dredweight  for  Class  II  shall  be  the  aver¬ 
age  of  the  basic  or  field  prices  per 
hundredweight  reported  to  have  been 
paid  or  to  be  paid  for  milk  of  4.0  percent 
butterfat  content  received  from  fanners 
during  the  month  at  the  following  plants 
or  places  for  which  prices  have  been  re¬ 
ported  to  the  market  administrator  or 
to  the  Department  of  Agriculture:  Kraft 
Cheese  Co.,  Houston,  Mississippi;  Borden 
Co.,  Starkville,  Mississippi;  Carnation 
Co.,  Tupelo,  Mississippi;  Pet  Mill?  cq 
Kosciusko,  Mississippi;  plus  20  cents  per 
hundredweight  for  the  months  Septan- 
ber  through  January  and  plus  10  cents 
per  hundredweight  for  the  months 
February  through  August. 

§  905.51  Butterfat  differential  to  han¬ 
dlers.  For  milk  containing  more  or  less 
than  4.0  percent  butterfat,  the  class 
prices  determined  pursuant  to  §905.50 
shall  be  increased  or  decreased,  respec¬ 
tively,  for  each  one-tenth  percent  butter¬ 
fat  at  the  appropriate  rate  determined  as 
follows: 

(a)  Class  I.  Multiply  the  Chicago  but¬ 
ter  price  for  the  preceding  month  by 
0.12; 

(b)  Class  II.  Multiply  the  Chicago 
butter  price  for  the  month  by  0.11. 

§  905.52  Location  adjustment  to  han¬ 
dlers.  For  milk  received  from  producers 
at  a  pool  plant  located  north  of  U.  S. 
Highway  No.  82,  within  the  State  of 
Mississippi,  or  at  a  pool  plant  located 
outside  the  State  of  Mississippi  and  30 
miles  or  more  by  shortest  highway  dis¬ 
tance  open  to  commercial  truck  traffic,  as 
determined  by  the  market  administra¬ 
tor,  from  the  nearer  of  the  city  halls 
at  Greenwood  or  Starkville,  Mississippi 
and  which  is  classified  as  Class  I,  .the 
prices  determined  pursuant  to  §905.50 
(a)  shall  be  reduced  7.5  cents,  plus  an 
additional  1.5  cents  for  each  10  miles 
that  such  distance  exceeds  30  miles. 

§  905.53  Rate  of  compensatory  pay¬ 
ments.  In  any  month  in  which  total  de¬ 
liveries  of  producer  milk  are  110  percent 
or  more  of  the  total  amount  classified  as 
Class  I  (excluding  duplications)  at  all 
pool  plants,  the  rate  of  compensatory 
payment  per  hundredweight  shall  be 
calculated  as  follows: 

(a)  Subtract  the  Class  n  price,  ad¬ 
justed  by  the  Class  II  butterfat  differ¬ 
ential,  from  the  Class  I  price  adjusted 
by  the  Class  I  butterfat  differential  and 
adjust  such  difference  by  the  location 
differential  rate  set  forth  in  §  905.52  for 
the  location  of  the  plant  at  which  the 
milk  was  received  from  farmers. 
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.  Ms  54  Use  of  equivalent  prices.  If 
tJ  any  reason  a  price  quotation  required 
kc  this  part  for  computing  class  prices 
v  for  other  purposes  is  not  available  in 
rj  manner  described,  the  market  ad¬ 
ministrator  shall  use  a  price  determined 
Prthe  secretary  to  be  equivalent  to  the 
price  which  is  required. 

application  of  provisions 

s  905  60  Producer-handler  exemption. 

A  producer-handler  shall  be  exempt  from 
all  provisions  of  this  part  except 

905.32, 905.33  and  905.34. 

<  905.61  Plants  subject  to  other  Fed¬ 
eral  orders.  The  provisions  of  this  part, 
except  §§  905.30  (b)  (1),  905.33  and 

905  34,  shall  not  apply  to: 

(a)  A  distributing  plant  which  would 
be  subject  to  the  classification  and  pric¬ 
ing  provisions  of  another  order  issued, 
pursuant  to  the  act  unless  a  greater  vol¬ 
ume  of  Class  I  is  disposed  of  from  such 
plant  during  the  month  on  routes  in 
the  Mississippi  Delta  marketing  area 
than  in  the  marketing  area  defined  in 
such  other  ordej:; 

(b)  A  supply  plant  which  would  be 
subject  to  the  classification  and  pricing 
provision  of  another  order  issued  pur¬ 
suant  to  the  act  unless  such  plant  quali¬ 
fied  as  a  pool  plant  during  each  of  the 
preceding  months  of  September  through 
January. 

§  905.62  Obligations  of  handler  oper¬ 
ating  a  nonpool  distributing  plant.  In 
lieu  of  payments  required  pursuant  to 
{§905.90  to  905.95,  each  handler,  other 
than  a  producer-handler  or  one  exempt 
pursuant  to  §  905.61  (a),  who  operates 
during  the  month  a  nonpool  distributing 
plant,  shall  pay  to  the  market  adminis¬ 
trator  for  deposit  in  the  producer-settle¬ 
ment  fund  and  the  administrative  assess¬ 
ment  fund,  as  the  case  may  be,  as 
follows: 

(a)  If  such  handler  so  elects  in  writ¬ 
ing  at  the  time  of  reporting  pursuant  to 
{905.30  the  amounts  computed  as  fol¬ 
lows:  V 

(1)  On  or  before  the43th  day  after  the 
end  of  the  month,  for  the  producer- 
settlement  fund,  an  amount  equal  to  the 
difference  between  the  value  of  the  Class 
I  disposed  of  during  the  month  on  routes 
in  the  marketing  area  at  the  applicable 
Class  I  price  for  the  month  and  the  value 
of  such  milk  at  the  Class  II  price;  and 

(2)  On  or  before  the  13th  day  after 
the  end  of  the  month,  as  his  pro  rata 
share  of  expense  of  administration,  the 
rate  specified  in  §  905.93  with  respect  to 
Class  I  disposed  of  on  routes  in  the 
marketing  area. 

(b)  Except  as  the  handler  may  elect 
the  option  pursuant  to  paragraph  (a)  of 
this  section,  he  shall  pay  the  amounts  as 
follows: 

(1)  On  or  before  the  25th  day  after 
the  end  of  the  month,  for  the  producer- 
settlement  fund,  the  amount  specified  in 
paragraph  (a)  (1)  of  this  section,  or  any 
Plus  amount  resulting  from  the  following 
computation,  whichever  is  less: 

(i)  Determine  the  value  for  milk -re¬ 
ceived  from  dairy  farmers  at  such  plant 
for  such  month  pursuant  to  §  905.70  as 
if  such  plant  were  a  pool  plant ;  and 

(ii)  Deduct  the  gross  payments  made 
by  the  handler  to  dairy  farmers  for  milk 


received  at  such  plant  for  such  month. 
Such  gross  payments  shall  be  limited  to 
cash  payments  made  to  the  dairy  farmer 
or  his  assignee  on  or  before  the  date  for 
filing  reports  required  pursuant  to 
§  905.31  (c),  plus  the  value  of  any  sup¬ 
plies  or  services  furnished  by  the  handler 
on  prior  written  authorization  or  as  evi¬ 
denced  by  a  delivery  ticket  signed  by 
the  dairy  farmer ;  and 

(2)  On  or  before  the  13th  day  after 
the  end  of  the  month,  as  his  pro  rata 
share  of  the  expense  of  administration, 
an  equal  to  that  which  would  have  been 
computed  pursuant  to  §  905.93  had  such 
plant  been  a  pool  plant. 

DETERMINATION  OF  PRICES  TO  PRODUCERS 

§  905.70  Computation  of  value  of  pro¬ 
ducer  milk.  The  value  of  producer  milk 
received  during  the  month  by  each  han¬ 
dler  at  his  pool  plant (s)  shall  be  com¬ 
puted  by  the  market  administrator  as 
follows: 

( a)  Multiply  the  producer  milk  in  each 
class,  as  computed  pursuant  to  §  905.48, 
by  the  applicable  class  prices  (adjusted 
pursuant  to  §§  905.51  and  905.52) ; 

(b)  Add  an  amount  computed  by  mul¬ 
tiplying  the  skim  milk  and  blitter  fat  sub¬ 
tracted  from  Class  I  pursuant  to  §  905.46 
(b)  and  the  corresponding  step  of 
§  905.47  and  pursuant  to  §  905.46  (e)  and 
the  corresponding  step  of  §  905.47  ex¬ 
cluding  the  skim  milk  and  butterfat  de¬ 
termined  pursuant  to  paragraph  (d)  of 
this  section,  by  the  rate  of  compensatory 
payment  as  determined  pursuant  to 
§  905.53  for  the  nearest  plant(s)  from 
which  an  equivalent  amount  of  other 
source  milk  was  received  in  the  form  of 
fluid  milk  products; 

(c)  Add  the  amount  computed  by  mul¬ 
tiplying  the  skim  milk  and  butterfat  in 
overage  deducted  from  each  class  pur¬ 
suant  to  §  905.46  (a)  and  the  correspond¬ 
ing  step  of  §  905.47  by  the  applicable 
class  price ; 

(d)  Add  the  amount  obtained  by  mul¬ 
tiplying  the  difference  between  the  Class 
II  price  for  the  preceding  month  and  the 
Class  I  price  for  the  current  month  by 
the  lesser  of : 

(1)  The  hundredweight  of  milk  sub¬ 
tracted  from  Class  I  pursuant  to  §  905.46 
(e)  fend  the  corresponding  step  of 
§  905.47;  or 

(2)  The  hundredweight  of  producer 
milk  classified  as  Class  n  (except  as 
shrinkage)  for  the  preceding  month. 

§  905.71  Computation  of  the  4.0  per¬ 
cent  value  of  all  producer  milk.  For  each 
month,  the  market  administrator  shall 
compute  the  4.0  percent  value  of  producer 
milk,  as  follows: 

(a)  Combine  into  one  total  the  indi¬ 

vidual  value  of  milk  computed  pur¬ 
suant  to  §  905.70  for  all  handlers,  except 
those  who  failed  to  make  payments  re¬ 
quired  pursuant  to  §§  905.90  and  905.95 
for  the  preceding  month ;  n 

(b)  Add,  if  the  weighted  average  but¬ 
terfat  test  of  all  producer  milk  repre¬ 
sented  in  paragraph  (a)  of  this  section 
is  less  than  4.0  percent,  or  substract  if  the 
weighted  average  butterfat  test  of  such 
milk  is  more  than  4.0  percent,  an  amount 
computed  by  multiplying  the  total 
pounds  of  butterfat  represented  by  the 
difference  of  such  average  butterfat  test 


from  4.0  percent  by  the  butterfat  differ¬ 
ential  provided  in  §  905.75  multiplied  by 
10. 

(c)  Add  the  total  of  the  values  of  the 
applicable  producer  location  adjustments 
pursuant  to  §  905.76,  and 

(d)  Add  not  less  than  one-half  of  the 
unobligated  balance  in  the  producer 
settlement  fund. 

§  905.72  Uniform  price.  For  each  of 
the  months  of  August  through  February, 
the  uniform  price  per  hundredweight  for 
milk  containing  4.0  percent  butterfat  re¬ 
ceived  from  producers  at  pool  plants  (be¬ 
fore  location  adjustments)  shall  be  com¬ 
puted  as  follows: 

(a)  Divide  the  amount  computed  pur¬ 
suant  to  g  905.71  by  the  hundredweight 
of  producer  milk;  and 

(b)  Subtract  not  less  than  4  cents  nor 
more  than  5  cents. 

905.73  Uniform  excess  milk  price. 
For  each  of  the  months  of  March  through 
July,  the  price  for  excess  milk  of  4.0  per¬ 
cent  butterfat  content  shall  be  computed 
as  follows: 

(a)  Multiply  the  hundredweight  of 
excess  milk,  not  in  excess  of  Class  n 
represented  by  the  values  included  in 
§  905.71  (a),. by  the  Class  II  price  for 
milk  of  4.0  percent  butterfat  content 
determined  pursuant  to  §  905.50  (b) ; 

(b)  Multiply  the  hundredweight  of 
any  excess  milk  not  included  in  the  com¬ 
putation  in  paragraph  (a)  of  this  sec¬ 
tion  by  the  Class  I  price  for  milk  of  4.0 
percent  butterfat  content  pursuant  to 
§  905.50  (a) ;  and 

(c)  Combine  into  one  total  the  values 
computed  pursuant  to  paragraphs  (a) 
and  (b)  of  this  section,  dividfe  by  the 
hundredweight  of  excess  milk  and  round 
to  the  nearest  cent. 

§  905.74  Uniform  base  milk  price. 
For  each  of  the  months  of  March  tHrough 
July,  the  price  for  base  milk  of  4.0  per¬ 
cent  butterfat  content  received  from 
producers  at  pool  plants  (before  loca¬ 
tion  adjustment)  shall  be  computed  as 
follows: 

(a)  Multiply  the  total  pounds  of  ex¬ 
cess  milk  by  the  excess  price  for  the 
month; 

(b)  From  the  total  4.0  percent  value 
of  producer  milk  pursuant  to  §  905.71 
subtract  the  total  value  determined  in 
paragraph  (a)  of  this  section; 

(c)  Divide  the  resultant  value  by  the 
total  hundredweight  of  base  milk;  and 

(d)  Subtract  not  less  than  4  cents  or 
more  than  5  cents. 

§  905.75  Producer  butterfat  differen¬ 
tial.  In  making  payments  pursuant  to 
§  905.90,  the  uniform  prices  shall  be  in¬ 
creased  or  decreased  for  each  one-tenth 
of  one  percent  of  butterfat  content  in 
the  milk  received  from  each  producer  or 
a  cooperative  association  above  or  below 
4.0  percent,  as  the  case  may  be,  by  a 
butterfat  differential  equal  to  the  aver¬ 
age  of  the  butterfat  differentials  pur¬ 
suant  to  §  905.51  weighted  by  the  pounds 
of  butterfat  .in  producer  milk  in  each 
class,  rounded  to  the  nearest  tenth  cent. 

§  905.76  Location  adjustment  to  pro¬ 
ducers.  In  making  payments  to  pro¬ 
ducers  and  cooperative  associations,  a 
handler  may  deduct  from  the  applicable 
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uniform  prices,  with  respect  to  all  milk 
-received  from  producers  at  a  pool  plant 
located  north  of  the  marketing  area  or 
outside  the  State  of  Mississippi,  and  30 
miles  or  more  by  shortest  highway  dis¬ 
tance  open  to  commercial  truck  traffic  as 
determined  by  the  market  administra¬ 
tor,  from  the  city  hall  at  Greenwood  or 
Starkville,  Mississippi,  whichever  is 
nearer,  the  amount  per  hundredweight 
applicable  to  the  plant  as  set  forth  in 
§  905.52; 

§  905.77  Notification.  On  or  before 
the  12th  day  after  the  end  of  each  month 
the  market  administrator  shall  notify 
each  handler  of: 

(a)  The  amount  and  value  of  his  pro¬ 
ducer  milk  in  each  class  and  the  totals 
thereof ; 

(b)  The  amount  due  such  handler 
from  the  producer-settlement  fund  or 
the  amount  to  be  paid  by  such  handler 
to  the  producer-settlement  fund,  as  the 
case  may  be;  and 

(c)  The  totals  of  the  amounts  to  be 
paid  by  such  handler  pursuant  to 
§§  905.92  and  905.93. 

BASE  RATING 

§  905.80  Determination  of  daily  base. 
The  daily  base  of  each  producer  shall  be 
calculated  by  the  market  administrator 
as  follows:  Divide  the  total  pounds  of 
milk  received  by  all  handlers  of  pool 
plants  from  such  producer  during  the 
months  of  September  through  January 
by  the  number  of  days  from  the  first  day 
milk  is  received  from  such  producer  dur¬ 
ing  said  months  to  the  last  day  of  Jan¬ 
uary,  inclusive,  but  not  less  than  120 
days. 

§  905.81  Computation  of  base.  The 
base  of  each  producer  to  be  applied  dur¬ 
ing  the  months  of  March  through  July 
shall  be  a  quantity  of  milk  calculated 
by  the  market  administrator  in  the  fol¬ 
lowing  manner:  Multiply  the  daily  base 
of  such  producer  by  the  number  of  days 
for  which  such  producer’s  milk  was  re¬ 
ceived  by  such  handler  during  the 
months. 

§  905.82  Base  rules.  The  following 
rules  shall  apply  in  connection  with  the 
establishment  of  bases: 

(a)  A  base  shall  be  assigned  to  the 
producer  for  whose  account  milk  is  re¬ 
ceived  at  a  pool  plant  during  the  months 
of  September  through  January  and  to 
each  person  for  whose  account  milk  was 
delivered  to  a  plant  that  did  not  qualify 
as  a  pool  plant  during  each  month  of  the 
base,  forming  period,  but  which  qualifies 
as  a  pool  plant  during  any  of  the  months 
of  March  through  July,  bases  shall  be 
assigned  on  deliveries  at  such  plant  in 
the  same  manner  as  if  such  plant  had 
been  a  pool  plant  during  each  month  of 
the  base  forming  period. 

(b)  An  entire  base  shall  be  transferred 
by  the  market  administrator  to  another 
person  upon  receipt  of  an  application 
form,  approved  by  the  market  adminis¬ 
trator,  and  signed  by  the  base-holder  (s), 
or  his  heirs,  and  by  the  person  to  whom 
such  base  is  transferred  subject  to  the 
following  condition: 

(1)  If  a  base  is  transferred  to  a  pro¬ 
ducer  already  holding  a  base,  a  new  base 
shall  be  computed  by  adding  together  the 


producer  milk  deliveries  of  the  transferee 
and  transferor  during  the  base  forming 
period  and  dividing  the  total  by  the  num¬ 
ber  of  days  from  the  first  day  of  delivery 
by  either  the  transferee  or  transferor 
during  the  base  forming  period  to  the 
last  day  of  January,  inclusive,  but  not 
less  than  120  days. 

PAYMENTS 

§  905.90  Payments  to  producers.  Ex¬ 
cept  as  provided  in  paragraph  (e)  of  this 
section  each  handler  shall  make  payment 
for  producer  milk  as  follows: 

(a)  On  or  before  the  last  day  of  each 
month,  for  milk  received  during  the  first 
15  days  of  thq  month,  at  not  less  than 
the  price  per  hundredweight  for  Class 
II  milk  for  the  preceding  month; 

(b)  On  or  before  the  15th  day  after 
the  end  of  each  of  the  months  of  August 
through  February  for  milk  received  dur¬ 
ing  such  month  at  not  less  than  the 
uniform  price  per  hundredweight,  com¬ 
puted  for  such  handler  pursuant  to 
§  905.72,  subject  to  the  butterfat  differ¬ 
ential  computed  pursuant  to  §  905.75  and 
the  location  differential  computed  pur¬ 
suant  to  §  905.76,  less  proper  deductions 
authorized  in  writing  by  such  producer 
and  less  payment  made  pursuant  to  para¬ 
graph  (a)  of  this  section,  and  deductions 
made  pursuant  to  §  905.92; 

(c)  On  or  before  the  15th  day  after 
the  end  of  each  of  the  months  of  March 
through  July,  after  allowance  for  the 
amount  of  payment  made  pursuant  to 
paragraph  (a)  of  this  section  for  deduc¬ 
tions  made  pursuant  to  §  905.95  and  for 
other  proper  deductions  authorized  in 
writing  by  such  producer,  as  follows: 

(1)  At  not  less  than  the  uniform  price 
per  hundredweight  for  base  milk  com¬ 
puted  pursuant  to  §  905.74  for  the  quan¬ 
tity  of  base  milk  received  from  such  pro¬ 
ducer  during  the  month  subject  to  the 
butterfat  differential  computed  pursuant 
to  §  905.75  and  the  location  differential 
computed  pursuant  to  §  905.76;  and 

(2)  At  not  less  than  the  uniform  price 
per  hundredweight  for  excess  milk  com¬ 
puted  pursuant  to  §  905.73  for  the  quan¬ 
tity  of  excess  milk  received  from  such 
producer  during  the  month,  subject  to 
the  butterfat  differential  computed  pur¬ 
suant  to  §  905.75  and  the  location  differ¬ 
ential  computed  pursuant  to  §  905.76; 

(d)  In  making  the  payments  to  pro¬ 
ducers  pursuant  to  paragraphs  (b)  and 

(c)  of  this  section,  each  handler  shall 
furnish  each  producer  from  whom  he  has 
received  milk  with  a  supporting  state¬ 
ment  in  such  form  that  it  may  be  re¬ 
tained  by  the  producer,  which  shall  show 
for  each  month: 

(1)  The  month  and  the  identity  of  the 
handler  and  of  the  producer-; 

(2)  The  daily  and  total  pounds  and 
the  average  butterfat  content  of  milk 
received  from  such  producer; 

(3)  The  minimum  rate  or  rates  at 
which  payment  to  such  producer  is  re¬ 
quired  pursuant  to  this  part ; 

(4)  The  rate  which  is  used  in  making 
the  payment,  if  such  rate  is  other  than 
the  applicable  minimum  rate; 

(5)  The  amount  or  the  rate  per  hun¬ 
dredweight  and  nature  of  each  deduc¬ 
tion  claimed  by  the  handler;  and 

(6)  The  net  amount  of  payment  to 
such  producer; 


(e)  In  lieu  of  payments  pursuant  to 
paragraphs  (a),  (b)  and  (c)  of  this  sec¬ 
tion,  each  handler  shall  make  payment 
to  a  cooperative  association  which  has 
filed  a  written  request  for  such  payment 
with  such  handler  and  with  respect  to 
producers  for  whose  milk  the  market  ad¬ 
ministrator  determines  that  such  coop¬ 
erative  association  is  authorized  to  col¬ 
lect  payment,  as  follows: 

(1)  On  or  before  the  26th  day  of  each 
month,  an  amount  equal  to  not  less  than 
the  Class  II  price  for  the  preceding 
month,  multiplied  by  the  hundredweight 
of  milk  received  during  the  first  15  days 
of  the  month  from  such  producers;  and 

(2)  On  or  before  the  13th  day  after 
the  end  of  each  month  an  amount  equal 
to  not  less  than  the  applicable  uniform 
price  pursuant  to  §§  905.72  to  905.74, 
multiplied  by  the  hundredweight  of  milk 
received  from  such  producers  to  which 
each  such  price  is  applicable,  subject  to 
the  butterfat  differential  computed  pur¬ 
suant  to  §  905.75  and  the  location  differ¬ 
ential  computed  pursuant  to  §  905.76,  less 
payment  made  such  cooperative  associa¬ 
tion  pursuant  to  subparagraph  (1)  of  this 
paragraph,  and  proper  deductions  au¬ 
thorized  in  writing  by  such  producers  or 
such  cooperative  associations;  and 

(f)  On  or  before  the  13th  day  after 
the  end  of  the  month,  each  handler  shall 
pay  to  each  cooperative  association  which 
is  also  a  handler,  for  milk  received  from 
it  not  less  than  the  value  of  such  miiir 
as  classified  pursuant  to  §  905.44  (a)  at 
the  applicable  respective  class  prices  in¬ 
cluding  differentials  prescribed  by  this 
part. 

(g)  If  by  such  date  such  handler  has 
not  received  full  payment  for  such  month 
pursuant  to  §  937.96  he  shall  not  be 
deemed  to  be  in  violation  of  this  section 
if  he  reduces  uniformly  to  all  producers 
and  cooperative  associations  his  pay¬ 
ments  per  hundredweight  by  a  total 
amount  not  in  excess  of  the  reduction 
in  payments  due  from  the  market  admin¬ 
istrator;  however,  the  handler  shall 
make  such  balance  of  payment  uniformly 
to  those  producers  to  whom  it  is  due  on 
or  before  the  date  for  making  payments 
pursuant  to  this  section  next  following 
that  on  which  such  balance  of  payment 
is  received  from  the  market  administra¬ 
tor. 

§  905.91  Adjustment  of  accounts. 
Whenever  audit  by  the  market  admin¬ 
istrator  of  any  handler’s  reports,  books, 
records,  or  accounts,  or  verification  of 
weights  and  butterfat  tests  of  milk  or 
milk  products  discloses  errors  resulting 
in  money  due  (a)  the  market  adminis¬ 
trator  from  a  handler,  (b)  a  handler 
from  the  market  administrator,  or  (c) 
any  producer  or  cooperative  association 
from  a  handler  the  market  administrator 
shall  promptly  notify  such  handler  of 
any  amount  so  due  and  payment  thereof 
shall  be  made  on  or  before  the  next  date 
for  making  payments  set  forth  under 
which  such  error  occurred. 

§  905.92  Marketing  services,  (a)  Ex¬ 
cept  as  set  forth  in  paragraph  (b)  of 
this  section,  each  handler,  in  making 
payments  to  producers  for  milk  (other 
than  milk  of  his  own  production)  pur¬ 
suant  to  §  905.90,  shall  deduct  7  cents 
per  hundredweight,  or  such  amount  not 
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exceeding  7  cents  per  hundredweight,  as 
may  be  prescribed  by  the  Secretary,  and 
shall  such  deductions  to  the  market 
administrator  on  or  before  the  15th  day 
gfterthe  end  of  each  month.  Such 
moneys  shall  be  used  to  check  the  accu¬ 
racy  of  the  testing  and  weighing  of  their 
milk  for  producers  who  are  not  receiv¬ 
ing  such  service  from  a  cooperative 

association;  > 

(b)  In  the  case  of  producers  who  are 
members  of  a  cooperative  association 
which  the  Secretary  has  determined  is 
actually  performing  the  services  set  forth 
in  paragraph  (a)  of  this  section,  each 
handler  shall  make,  in  lieu  of  the  deduc¬ 
tion  specified  in  paragraph  (a)  of  this 
section,  such  deductions  from  the  pay¬ 
ments  to  be  made  to  such  producers  as 
may  be  authorized  by  the  membership 
agreement  or  marketing  contract  be¬ 
tween  such  cooperative  association  and 
such  producers  on  or  before  the  15th  day 
after  the  end  of  each  month,  and  pay 
such  deductions  to  the  cooperative  asso¬ 
ciation  of  which  such  producers  are 
members,  furnishing  a  statement  show¬ 
ing  the  amount  of  any  such  deductions 
and  the  amount  and  average  butterfat 
test  of  milk  received  from  each  such  pro¬ 
ducer.  In  lieu  of  such  statement,  a  han¬ 
dler  may  authorize  the  market  admin¬ 
istrator  to  furnish  such  cooperative 
association  the  information  reported  for 
such  producers  pursuant  to  §  905.90  (d) . 

§905.93  Expense  of  administration. 
As  his  pro  rata  share  of  the  expense  of 
administration  of  this  part,  each  han¬ 
dler  shall  pay  to  the  market  adminis¬ 
trator  on  or  before  the  15th  day  after 
the  end  of  the  month  for  such  months, 
5  cents  per  hundredweight,  or  such 
amount  not  exceeding  5  cents  per  hun¬ 
dredweight,  as  the  Secretary  may  pre¬ 
scribe,  with  respect  to: 

(a)  Receipts  of  producer  milk,  in¬ 
cluding  such  handler’s  own  production; 

(b)  Other  source  milk  allocated  to 
Class  I  milk  pursuant  to  §  905.46  (b)  and 
§905.47;  and 

(c)  Applicable  amounts  specified  in 

§905.62  (a)  (2)  or  (b)  (2).  ' 

§ 905.94  Producer-settlement  fund. 
The  market  administrator  shall  estab¬ 
lish  and  maintain  a  separate  fund 
known  as  the  “producer-settlement 
fund”  into  which  he  shall  deposit  all 
payments  made  by  handlers  pursuant  to 
§§  905.62,  905.91  and  905.95,  and  out  of 
which  he  shall  make  all  payments  pur¬ 
suant  to  §§  905.91  and  905.96:  Provided, 
That  any  payments  due  to  any  handler 
shall  be  offset  by  any  payments  due  from 
such  handler. 

§  905.95  Payments  to  the  producer- 
settlement  fund.  On  or  before  the  12th 
day  after  the  end  of  each  month,  each 
handler  shall  pay  to  the  market  admin¬ 
istrator  any  amount  by  which  the  value 
of  his  producer  milk  as  computed  pur¬ 
suant  to  §  905.70,  for  such  month,  is 
greater  than  the  amount  owed  by  him 
for  such  milk  pursuant  to  §  905.90. 

§  905.96  Payments  out  of  the  pro¬ 
ducer -settlement  fund.  On  or  before 
the  l'3th  day  after  the  end  of  each 
month,  the  market  administrator  shall 
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pay  to  each  handler  any  amount  by 
which  the  total  value  of  his  producer 
milk,  computed  pursuant  to  §  905.70,  for 
such  month  is  less  than  the  amount 
owed  by  him  for  such  milk  pursuant  to 
§  905.90.  If,  at  such  time,  the  balance 
in  the  producer-settlement  fund  is  in¬ 
sufficient  to  make  all  payments  pursuant 
to  this  section,  tjhe  market  administra¬ 
tor  shall  reduce  such  payments  uni¬ 
formly  per  hundredweight  of  producer 
milk  and  shall  complete  such  payments 
as  soon  as  the  appropriate  funds  are 
available. 

§  905.97  Termination  of  obligations. 
The  provisions  of  this  section  shall  ap¬ 
ply  to  any  obligation  under  this  part  for 
the  payment  of  money. 

(a)  The  obligation  of  any  handler  to 
pay  money  required  to  be  paid  under 
the  terms  of  this  part  shall,  except  as 
provided  in  paragraphs  (b)  and  (c)  of 
this  section,  terminate  two  years  after 
the  last  day  of  the  calendar  month  dur¬ 
ing  which  the  market  administrator  re¬ 
ceives  the  handler’s  utilization  report  on 
the  milk  involved  in  such  obligation,  un¬ 
less  within  such  two-year  period  the 
market  administrator  notifies  the  han¬ 
dler  in  writing  that  such  money  is  due 
and  payable.  Service  of  such  notice 
shall  be  complete  upon  mailing  to  the 
handler’s  last  known  address  and  it 
shall  contain  but  need  not  be  limited  to, 
the  following  information: 

( 1 )  The  amount  of  the  obligation ; 

(2)  The  month(s)  during  which  the 
milk  with  respect  to  which  the  obligation 
exists,  was  received  or  handled;  and 

(3)  If  the  obligation  is  payable  to  one 
or  more  producers  or  to  an  association 
of  producers,  the  name  of  such  produc¬ 
er  (s)  or  association  of  producers,  or  if 
the  obligation  is  payable  to  the  market 
administrator  the  account  for  which  it 
is  to  be  paid. 

(b)  If  a  handler  fails  or  refuses,  with 
respect  to  any  obligation  under  this  part, 
to  make  available  to  the  market  admin¬ 
istrator  or  his  representatives  all  books 
and  records  required  by  this  part  to  be 
made  available,  the  market  administra¬ 
tor  may,  within  the  two-year  period  pro¬ 
vided  for  in  paragraph  (a)  of  this  sec¬ 
tion,  notify  the  handler  in  writing  of 
such  failure  or  refusal.  If  the  market 
administrator  so  notifies  a  handler,  the 
said  two-year  period  with  respect  to  such 
obligation  shall  not  begin  to  run  until 
the  first  day  of  the  calendar  month  fol¬ 
lowing  the  month  during  which  all  such 
books  and  records  pertaining  to  such 
obligation  are  made  available  to  the 
market  administrator  or  his  representa¬ 
tive. 

(c)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of 
paragraphs  (a)  and  (b)  of  this  section, 
a  handler’s  obligation  under  this  part 
to  pay  money  shall  not  be  terminated 
with  respect  to  any  transaction  involv¬ 
ing  fraud  or  willful  concealment  of  a 
fact,  material  to  the  obligation,  on  the 
part  of  the  handler  against  whom  the 
obligation  is  sought  to  be  imposed. 

(d)  Any  obligation  on  the  part  of  the 
market  administrator -to  pay  any  han¬ 
dler  any  money  which  such  handler 
claims  to  be  due  him  under  the  terms  of 
this  part  shall  terminate  two  years  after 


the  end  of  the  calendar  month  during 
which  the  milk  involved  in  the  claim  was 
received  if  an  underpayment  is  claimed, 
or  two  years  after  the  end  of  the  calendar 
month  during  which  the  payment  (in¬ 
cluding  deduction  or  set-off  by  the , mar¬ 
ket  administrator)  was  made  by  the 
handler  if  a  refund  on  such  payment  is 
claimed,  unless  such  handler,  within  the 
applicable  period  of  time,  fiiles,  pursuant 
to  section  8c  (15)  (A)  of  the  act,  a 
petition  claiming  such  money. 

EFFECTIVE  TIME,  SUSPENSION  OR 
TERMINATION 

§  905.100  Effective  time.  The  provi¬ 
sions  of  this  part  or  any  amendment  to 
this  part  shall  become  effective  at  such 
time  as  the  Secretary  may  declare  and 
shall  continue  in  force  until  suspended 
jor  terminated  pursuant  to  §  905.101. 

§  905J01  Suspension  or  termination. 
The  Secretary  may  suspend  or  terminate 
this  part  or  any  provision  of  this  part 
whenever  he  finds  this  part  or  any  pro¬ 
vision  of  this  part  obstructs  or  does  not 
tend  to  effectuate  the  declared  policy  of 
the.  act.  This  part  s^hall  terminate,  in 
any  event,  whenever  the  provisions,  of 
the  act  authorizing  it  cease  to  be  in 
effect. 

§  905.102  Continuing  obligations.  If, 
upon  the  suspension  or  termination  of 
any  or  all  provisions  of  this  part,  there 
are  any  obligations  thereunder,  the  final 
accrual  or  ascertainment  of  which  re¬ 
quires  further  acts  by  any  person  (in¬ 
cluding  the  market  administrator)  such 
further  acts  shall  be  performed  notwith¬ 
standing  such  suspension  or  termina¬ 
tion. 

§  905.103  Liquidation.  Upon  the  sus¬ 
pension  or  termination  of  the  provisions 
of  this  part,  except  this  section,  the  mar¬ 
ket  administrator,  or  such  liquidating 
agent  as  the  Secretary  may  designate, 
shall  if  so  directed  by  the  Secretary, 
liquidate  the  business  of  the  market  ad¬ 
ministrator’s  office,  dispose  of  all  prop¬ 
erty  in  his  possession  or  control,  includ¬ 
ing  accounts  receivable,  and  execute  and 
deliver  all  assignment  or  other  instru¬ 
ments  necessary  or  appropriate  to 
effectuate  any  such  disposition.  If  a 
liquidating  agent  is  so  designated,  all 
assets,  books,  and  records  of  the  market 
administrator  shall  be  transferred 
promptly  to  such  liquidating  agent.  If, 
upon  such  liquidation,  the  funds  on  hand 
exceed  the  amounts  required  to  pay  out¬ 
standing  obligations  of  the  office  of  the 
market  administrator  and  to  pay  neces¬ 
sary  expenses  of  liquidating  and  dis¬ 
tribution,  such  excess  shall  be  distributed 
to  contributing  handlers  and  producers 
in  an  equitable  manner. 

MISCELLANEOUS  PROVISIONS 

§  905.110  Agents.  The  Secretary 
may,  by  designation  in  writing,  name 
any  officer  or  employee  of  the  United 
States  to  act  as  his  Agent  or  Representa¬ 
tive  in  connection  with  any  of  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  part. 

§  905.111  Separability  of  provisions . 
If  any  provision  of  this  part,  or  its  ap¬ 
plication  to  any  person  or  circumstances 
is  held  invalid,  the  application  of  such 
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provision  and  of  the  remaining  provisions  handler”  and  of  “own  farm  milk”  should  lowing  the  receipt  of  up  to  an  average  of 
of  this  part,  to  other  persons  or  cir-  be  added.  Provision  should  be  made  for  10  pounds  per  day  of  fluid  skim  milk  or 
cumstances  shall  not  be  affected  thereby.  (1)  complete  exemption  from  the  pricing  cream  (either  or  in  total)  in  packages 

T . .  ,  c+v.  and  pooling  provisions  of  the  order  for  which  is  not  to  be  considered  as  r*. 

e  '  41118  501  own  farm  milk  of  any  handler  desig-  ceived  from  sources  outside  the  desk, 

aay  oi  August  nated  as  a  producer-handler,  and  (2)  nated  unit  if  such  outside  receipts  are. 

[seal]  F.  R.  Burke,  exemption  from  pricing  and  pooling  of  so  confined. 

Acting  Deputy  Administrator.  up  to  an  average  of  800  pounds  per  day  It  should  be  required  that  the  market 
[F.  R.  Doc.  58-6334;  Filed,  Aug.  7,  1958;  of  own  farm  milk  of  any  other  handler  administrator  publicly  announce  the 
8:47  a.m.]  ill  any  month  in  which  the  average  daily  names,  plant  and  farm  locations  of  des- 

volume  of  milk  handled  which  is  from  ignated  producer-handlers  and  those 
'  sources  other  than  his  own  farm  does  whose  designations  have  been  cancelled. 

not  exceed  1,600  pounds.  In  the  event  the  plant  of  the  handler 

17  CFR  Part  927  ]  The  definition  of  a  producer-handler  was  operated  by  a  handler  whose  desig- 

r  Docket  No  AO-71-A341  should  provide  specific  requirements  to  nation  as  a  producer-handler  previously 

1  be  met  by  a  handler  to  qualify  for  desig-  was  cancelled,  the  handler  operating  the 

Handling  of  Milk  in  New  York-New  nation  as  a  producer-handler  whose  milk  plant  should  not  be  eligible  for  desig- 
Jersey  Marketing  Area  is  fully  exempt  from  the  pricing  and  nation  as  a  producer-handler  unless  he 

DECISION  WITH  respect  to  proposed  pooling  Provisions  of  the !  order.  Ac-  has  operated  for  at  least  12  montts  prior 
amendments  to  tentative  MARKEiiNC  fordmgly th®,  de®?‘tl?,n  should  require  ^  awfeatno  In  a  manner  which  would 
agreementandtoorder  that  the  handler  <1)  me  an  application  not  have  result^  m  cancellation  of  des- 

with  the  market  administrator,  (2)  ignation  during  such  12  month  period. 
Pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the  Ag-  handle  no  milk,  fluid  skim  milk  or  cream  The  term  “own  farm  milk”  should  be 
ricultural  Marketing  Agreement  Act  of  (except  as  hereinafter  provided)  other  defined  as  milk  received  at  a  plant  from 
1937,  as  amended.  (7  U.  S.  C.  601  et  seq.) ,  than  that  derived  from  production  a  dairy  farm  operated  by  the  person  who 
and  the  applicable  rules  of  practice  and  facilities  over  which  the  handler  has  also  is  the  operator  of  such  plant;  and 
procedure  governing  the  formulation  of  and  exercises  full  control,  and  (3)  provision  should  be  made  for  the  markel 
marketing  agreements  and  marketing  does  not  directly  or  indirectly  control  administrator  to  publicly  announce  th( 
orders  (7  CFR  Part  900),  a  public  hear-  or  manage  the  operations  of  another  name  and  plant  location  of  any  handle] 
ing  was  held  at  Utica,  New  York,  Newark,  handler  or  plant  or  is  controlled  or  man-  receiving  own  farm  milk.  The  an 
New  Jersey,  and  New  York  City,  during  aged  directly  or  indirectly  by  another  nouncement  should  not  include  the  na-ny 
the  period  February  3-10,  1958,  pur-  handler.  The  definition  also  should  pro-  of  any  person  designated  as  a  producer 
suant  to  notices  thereof  issued  on  Jan-  vide  that  the  designation  of  a  producer-  handler  nor  any  person  who  handles  n< 
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handlers  with  own  farm  milk  who  prior 
tothe  effective  date  of  regulation  were  in 
competition  with  handlers  buying  milk 
from  producers  for  which  no  minimum 
orice  was  established  or  for  which  the 
mass  I— C  price  was  paid.  Since  August 
i  1957,  these  competing  handlers  have 
been  fully  regulated  and  required  to  ac¬ 
count  for  milk  used  in  fluid  form  at  the 
Class  I-A  price.  While  this  situation  was 
recognized,  it  was  not  the  objective  that 
these  provisions  provide  unwarranted  in¬ 
centives  for  producers  to  become  distrib¬ 
utors  or  for  handlers  with  own  farm 
milk  to  expand  in  numbers  or  in  volume 
by  employing  numerous  practices  to 
qualify  for  exemption  from  pricing  and 
pooling  at  the  expense  of  or  to  the  detri¬ 
ment  of  producers  under  the  order.  It 
was  not  intended  that  the  exemption 
then  provided  for  handlers  with  own 
farm  milk  result  in  according  them  a 
competitive  advantage 'of  sufficient  mag¬ 
nitude  over  handlers  whose  supply  is 
*  fully  regulated  to  constitute  a  major 
competitive  factor  in  the  market  or  to 
threaten  the  stability  of  the  market  and 
the  effectiveness  of  the  order  in  achiev¬ 
ing  its  primary  objectives. 

These  unintended  arid  undesirable 
consequences  already  have  developed  to 
some  degree  and  their  further  develop¬ 
ment  is  in  prospect  under  the  prevailing 
economic  conditions  and  existing  order 
provisions.  Considerable  incentive  is  af¬ 
forded  for  (1)  producers  to  become  dis¬ 
tributors,  (2)  handlers  with  own  farm 
milk  to  expand  fluid  sales  at  retail  and 
wholesale  prices  lower  than  those  of 
competing  fully  regulated  handlers,  and 
(3)  handlers  with  own  farm  milk  to  take 
advantage  of  opportunities  afforded 
under  existing  provisions  of  the  order  to 
increase  the  volume  of  exempt  own  farm 
milk  by  entering  into  contractual  ar¬ 
rangements  or  otherwise  adjusting  their 
operations  in  such  a  way  as  to  qualify 
more  milk  either  for  the  limited  or  un¬ 
limited  exemptions  provided. 

The  fact  that  the  amended  order  has 
been  in  effect  only  a  few  months,  and 
that  at  this  time  of  the  hearing,  data  on 
own  farm  milk  were  available  only 
through  October  1957  results  in  only  a 
limited  statistical  measure  of  change  in 
the  number  of  handlers  with  exempt  own 
farm  milk  or  in  the  volume  of  exempt 
milk.  However,  even  during  this  limited 
period  for  which  data  are  available 
(August-October),  the  total  volume  of 
exempt  milk  utilized  in  Class  I-A  in  the 
Upstate  New  York  and  the  Northern  New 
Jersey  portions  of  the  marketing  area  in¬ 
creased  from  5.5  to  6.1  million  pounds,  an 
Increase  of  10  percent,  while  during  the 
same  period  the  total  volume  of  pool  milk 
utilized  for  fluid  purposes  in  these  areas 
decreased  from  201.0  to  193.8  million 
pounds,  or  a  decline  of  4  percent. 

The  total  volume  of  exempt  milk 
used  in  Class  I-A  expressed  as  a  percent 
of  total  pool  milk  for  fluid  use  in  all  dis¬ 
tricts  of  the  marketing  area,  exclusive  of 
the  New  York  Metropolitan  District,  in¬ 
creased  from  2.7  to  3.1  percent  from  Au¬ 
gust  to  October  1957.  The  volume  of 
exempt  Class  I-A  milk  in  relation  to 
Class  I-A  milk  of  regulated  handlers  in 
some  of  the  districts  is  a  substantial 
share  of  the  total  fluid  sales.  For  ex- 
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ample,  while  the  percentage  of  exempt 
I-A  milk  to  pool  I-A  milk  varied  consid¬ 
erably  among  districts  during  October 
1957,  it  was  3.5;  6.4;  4.3;  2.4;  1.8;  13.9; 
10.6;  and  2.0  percent,  respectively,  of  pool 
Class  I-A  milk  in  the  Nearby,  Capital, 
Mohawk  Valley,  Syracuse,  Binghamton, 
Elmira,  South  Central  and  Northern  New 
Jersey  Districts.  To  a  varying  degree 
among  districts,  exempt  own  farm  milk 
sold  in  competition  with  fully  regulated 
handlers  is  of  sufficient  volume  and  a 
large  enough  proportion  of  total  sales  in 
the  district  to  have  considerable  influ¬ 
ence  on  the  retail  pricing  of  milk  in  these 
areas. 

In  some  districts,  exempt  handlers 
have  cut  retail  and  wholesale  prices 
below  prevailing  prices  of  fully  regulated 
handlers  in  efforts  to  increase  their  fluid 
sales  with  the  result  that  fully  regulated 
handlers  have  lost  some  fluid  sales  to 
handlers  with  exempt  own  farm  milk. 
In  some  districts  such  practices  have 
tended  to  detract  from  the  effectiveness 
of  the  order  in  promoting  orderly  and 
stable  marketing  conditions  and  these 
practices  and  resultant  undesirable  con¬ 
ditions  may  be  expected  to  expand  into 
other  districts  and  magnify  in  intensity 
in  the  near  future  unless  the  order  is 
appropriately  amended.  These  practices 
have  prevailed  most  extensively  in  the 
Capital  District  and  in  Northern  New 
Jersey. 

In  addition  to  marketwide  statistics 
relative  to  own  farm  milk,  actual  or  pro¬ 
spective  increases  in  the  volume  of  ex¬ 
empt  own  farm  milk  may  be  expected. 
A  number  of  individual  handlers  who 
now  qualify  for  either  full  or  partial  ex¬ 
emption  reported  increases  in  their  pro¬ 
duction  and  fluid  sales  ranging  from  5 
to  20  percent.  Some  of  these  handlers 
also  intend  to  increase  their  fluid  sales 
areas  in  the  immediate  future.  One 
handler  who  is  now  partially  exempt,  and 
who  heretofore  has  purchased  milk  from 
a  pool  plant  to  supply  an  increase  in 
fluid  demand  during  July,  August,  and 
September,  reported  that  he  plans  to  in¬ 
crease  his  own  farm  production  of  milk 
from  60,000  to  130,000  pounds  per  month 
to  provide  a  larger  volume  of  milk  for 
fluid  distribution.  , 

Instances  were  cited  of  steps  already 
taken  by  producer -distributors  to  qualify 
for  exemption  of  own  farm  milk.  At 
least  four  producers  who  prior  to  August 
1,  1957,  were  having  their  milk  pasteur¬ 
ized  and  packaged  at  the  planfof  another 
handler  have  since  sought  permission 
from  the  State  of  New  York  to  equip 
their  own  pasteurizing  plants.  Sale  of 
milk  in  gallon  jugs,  recently  authorized 
by  the  State  of  New  York,  was  reported 
to  provide  an  attractive  means  by  which 
a  producer  can  become  a  distributor 
since  a  smaller  capital  investment  is  re¬ 
quired  and  such  type  of  distribution 
otherwise  lends  itself  to  small  operations. 

The  present  order  provisions  permit,  if 
not  encourage,  handlers  with  own  farm 
milk  who  are  fully  or  partially  exempt 
from  regulation  to  enter  into  various 
contractual  arrangements  to  increase 
the  volume  of  their  milk  exempt  from 
regulation.  In  some  instances,  these 
practices,  have  resulted  in  producers 
under  the  order  carrying  the  seasonal 


and  day-to-day  reserve  supplies  of  milk 
associated  with  such  handler’s  fluid 
sales,  without  sharing  in  the  benefits  ac¬ 
cruing  from  such  fluid  sales. 

Sixteen  of  106  handlers  with  exempt 
own  farm  milk  (63  fully  exempt  and  43 
partially  exempt)  either  leased  or  owned 
and  leased  the  farms  they  claimed  to 
operate.  Some  leases  were  made  imme¬ 
diately  before  and  some  since  the  effec¬ 
tive  date  of  the  order  on  August  1,  1957. 

It  is  possible  under  the  present  order 
provisions  for  a  handler  to  lease  any 
number  of  cows  or  farms  during  periods 
!n  which  additional  milk  is  needed  and 
terminate  the  lease  when  the  milk  is  no 
longer  required  to  supply  fluid  sales. 
This  is  an  attractive  means  by  which  a 
handler  with  own  farm  milk  can  balance 
out  of  the  pool  and  permit  producers  to 
carry  his  burden  of  surplus.  After  such 
a  lease  is  terminated  the  milk  from  such 
cows  and  farms  can  be  delivered  to  a  pool 
plant  by  the  owner  and  the  blend  price 
received.  It  is  also  possible  that  a  han¬ 
dler  with  some  own  farm  milk  may  lease 
the  cows,  barns  and  land  of  any  number 
of  dairy  farmers  who  previously  de¬ 
livered  milk  to  his  plant  as  producers' 
and  qualify  for  full  exemption  as  all  the 
milk  would  be  considered  as  own  farm 
milk.  The  leasing  arrangements  may 
specify  that  the  dairy  farmers  receive 
payments  of  approximately  the  same 
amounts  as  previously  paid  when  the  in¬ 
dividuals  were  producers  delivering  to 
the  handler’s  plant.  Under  such  cir¬ 
cumstances,  the  handler  is  basically  a 
handler  and  not  a  dairy  farmer  and 
should  not  be  given  a  competitive  ad¬ 
vantage  oyer  competing  fully  regulated 
handlers  but  should  be  considered  the 
same  as  any  other  fully  regulated  han¬ 
dler  who  receives  milk  from  producers, 
who  is  required  to  participate  in  market¬ 
wide  equalization  and  who  is  required  to 
pay  producers  the  minimum  uniform 
prices. 

Under  the  present  order  language  a 
multiple  farm  operator  can  produce  ex¬ 
empt  milk  from  one  farm  while  deliver¬ 
ing  milk' to  regulated  handlers  from  any 
number  of  other  farms  and  receive  the 
uniform  price  for  the  milk.  Cows  can  be 
shifted  or  the  milk  may  possibly  be 
shifted  in  a  concealed  manner  from  the 
farm  or  farms  from  which  milk  is  de¬ 
livered  to  regulated  handlers  to  the  farm 
on  which  exempt  milk  is  produced. 
Such  practices  enable  an  exempt  handler 
to  balance  from  the  pool  the  day-to-day 
and  seasonal  surplus  associated  with  the 
fluid  sales  exempt  from  pricing  and  pool¬ 
ing  while  producers  under  the  order  re¬ 
ceive  no  benefits  from  the  exempt  han¬ 
dler’s  fluid  sales. 

Some  handlers  with  own  farm  milk 
have  taken  full  advantage  of  the  order 
provisions  to  qualify  for  full  exemption, 
of  own  farm  milk.  Prior  to  August  1, 
1957,  there  were  27  handlers  in  the  State 
of  New  York  who  in  addition  to  handling 
their  own  milk  also  purchased  milk  from 
other  producers  and  who  have  since  that 
date  discontinued  receiving  milk  from 
other  producers.  A  number  of  handlers 
who  are  now  exempt  testified  at  the  hear¬ 
ing  that  they  ceased  purchasing  milk 
from  other  producers  after  August  1, 
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1957,  so  that  they  could  qualify  their 
own  farm  milk  for  exemption. 

It  is  recognized  that  emergency  con¬ 
ditions  and  conditions  of  an  unusual 
nature  may  arise  in  which  a  designated 
producer-handler  may  find  it  necessary 
to  receive  limited  quantities  of  whole 
milk,  fluid  skim  milk  or  cream  for  limited 
periods  of  time  from  sources  other  than 
his  own  production  unit.  In  view  of  the 
restrictive  requirements  to  be  fulfilled  for 
designation  as  a  producer-handler  and 
the  provisions  requiring  that  a  producer- 
handler  cannot  regain  designation  for 
12  months  once  it  is  cancelled,  it  is  rea¬ 
sonable  to  permit  a  producer-handler  to 
receive  some  whole  milk,  fluid  skim  milk 
or  cream  from  other  sources  under 
emergency  or  unusual  conditions.  It  also 
is  reasonable  to  permit  a  producer-han¬ 
dler  to  receive  a  limited  quantity  of 
packaged  fluid  skim  milk  or  cream  on  a 
regular  basis  to  supply  retail  routes  with¬ 
out  losing  designation  as  a  producer- 
handler.  Accordingly,  provision  is  made 
that  a  designated  producer-handler  will 
not  lose  his  designation  until  after  the 
third  month  in  any  six-month  period  in 
which  he  receives  not  more  than  an  aver¬ 
age  of  150  pounds  per  day  each  or  in 
aggregate  of  whole  milk,  fluid  skim  milk 
or  cream  derived  from  sources  other 
than  from  the  production  resources  and 
facilities  designated  as  constituting  a 
part  of  the  producer-handler’s  unit. 
However,  provision  is  made  for  cancella¬ 
tion  of  the  designation  of  a  producer- 
handler  as  of  the  first  of  any  month  in 
which  he  receives  more  than  an  average 
of  150  pounds  per  day  each  or  in  aggre¬ 
gate  of  whole  milk,  fluid  skim  milk  or 
cream  other  than  from  his  designated 
unit.  Receipt  of  packaged  fluid  skim 
milk  or  cream  up  to  an  average  of  10 
pounds  per  day  shall  not  be  counted  for 
these  purposes.  These  limited  exceptions 
to  the  requirement  that  a  producer- 
handler  handles  only  milk,  skim  milk  or 
cream  from  his  designated  production 
resources  and  facilities  will  provide 
needed  flexibility  but  at  the  same  time 
will  not  permit  producer-handlers  to 
balance  out  of  the  pool  to  an  extent 
detrimental  to  the  interests  of  other 
producers. 

If  qualification  as  a  producer-handler 
depended  only  on  whether  he  receives 
milk  from  sources  other  than  his  desig¬ 
nated  unit,  a  producer-handler,  although 
receiving  no  milk,  could  receive  unlimited 
quantities  of  skim  milk  and  cream  from 
pool  sources  at  any  time  and  depend  on 
the  pool  to  carry  a  portion  of  his  surplus 
burden.  As  it  is  intended  that  full 
exemption  be  provided  for  handlers  who 
handle  only  whole  milk,  fluid  skim  milk 
or  cream  from  a  production,  processing 
and  distributing  unit,  the  operation  and 
management  of  which  is  under  the  com¬ 
plete  and  exclusive  control  of  the  handler 
and  who  do  not  depend  on  producers 
under  the  order  to  carry  their  burden  of 
surplus,  a  proddcer-handler  should  be 
precluded  from  handling  not  only  milk 
but  also  fluid  skim  milk  or  fluid  cream 
derived  from  sources  other  than  from  his 
designated  unit  except  in  limited 
amounts  and  for  limited  periods  of  time 
as  herein  provided. 


The  provisions  herein  provided  that  a 
handler  operating  a  plant  which  was 
previously  operated  by  a  handler  whose 
designation  as  a  producer-handler  has 
been  cancelled  cannot  obtain  designation 
as  a  producer-handler  sooner  than  12 
months  following  such  cancellation  and 
that  a  producer-handler  cannot  relin¬ 
quish  and  then  later  add  (except  during 
specified  periods)  resources  and  facilities 
which  constitute  a  part  of  his  designated 
source  of  supply  will  prevent  producer- 
handlers  from  depending  on  the  pool  to 
carry  the  seasonal  surplus  associated 
with  their  fluid  sales.  Without  these  re¬ 
quirements,  a  producer-handler  could 
choose  to  become  fully  regulated  or  add 
production  resources  and  facilities  to  his 
designated  unit  during  periods  when  ad¬ 
ditional  supplies  of  milk  are  required  and 
revert  to  full  exemption  from  pricing  and 
pooling  during  any  months  when  his  own 
production  is  adequate  to  supply  the  de¬ 
mand  for  fluid  milk,  or  release  production 
resources  and  facilities  when  they  are 
not  needed.  Such  practices  would  be  in 
direct  conflict  with  the  objective  of  pro¬ 
viding  full  exemption  from  pricing  and 
pooling  for  handlers  who  distribute  only 
milk  from  their  production  units  and  who 
are  not  dependent  upon  the  pool  in  any 
way  except  in  cases  of  an  emergency 
nature  for  which  provision  is  made. 

Exempt  milk  of  a  producer-handler 
should  not  be  allowed  to  displace  milk 
of  other  producers  for  fluid  use  when 
such  other  producers  do  not  share  in  the 
fluid  sales  of  the  exempt  producer-han¬ 
dler.  Accordingly,  as  presently  provided 
with  respect  to  own  farm  milk,  any  milk 
received  from  the  production,  processing 
and  distribution  facilities  of  a  producer- 
handler  at  the  plant  of  another  handler 
(except  certified  milk  as  hereinafter  pro¬ 
vided)  should  be  considered  as  a  receipt 
of  nonpool  milk  at  the  plant  of  such  other 
handler  and  be  subject  to  compensatory 
payments  if  assigned  to  Class  I-A  or 
Class  II.  In  order  to  guard  against  the 
delivery  of  producer-dealer  milk  to 
another  handler  as  pooled  milk  (rather 
than  as  nonpooled) ,  provision  is  made  for 
cancellation  of  a  producer-handler’s 
designation  if  milk  from  his  designated 
production  resources  and  facilities  is 
delivered  in  the  name  of  some  other 
person  as  pooled  milk  to  another  handler. 

Instances  have  occurred  in  which  han¬ 
dlers  under  the  order  have  received  milk 
at  their  plants  from  handlers  who  were 
fully  exempt  from  pricing  and  pooling 
and  have  not  considered  the  milk  as  non¬ 
pool  milk  as  they  were  not  aware  that 
the  handler  delivering  the  milk  was  ex¬ 
empt  from  regulation.  In  some  in¬ 
stances,  such  milk  has  been  received  by 
handlers  for  a  considerable  period  of  time 
without  their  knowing  that  an  obligation 
for  compensatory  payments  was  being 
incurred.  To  provide  proper  notification 
to  regulated  handlers  of  persons  who  are 
designated  as  producer-handlers  so  that 
any  milk  received  from  such  persons  will 
be  assigned  as  nonpool  milk,  the  market 
administrator  should  be  required  to  pub¬ 
licly  announce  the  names,  plant  and 
farm  locations  of  designated  producer- 
handlers  and  of  those  whose  designations 
have  been  cancelled.  The  announce¬ 


ments  should  be  controlling  with  respect 
to  the  accounting  at  regulated  handler’s 
plants  for  milk  received  from  producer- 
handlers  on  and  after  the  first  of  the 
month  following  the  date  of  announce¬ 
ment. 

Handlers  with  own  farm  milk  who  are 
not  designated  as  producer-handlers 
should  be  allowed  an  exemption  of  up 
to  an  average  of  800  pounds  of  own  farm 
milk  per  day  in  any  month  in  which  the 
volume  of  milk,  other  than  own  farm 
milk,  handled  does  not  exceed  an  average 
of  1600  pounds  per  day.  This  will  per¬ 
mit  a  handler  to  supply  the  equivalent 
of  two  medium  size  routes  with  milk 
received  from  other  plants  or  from  dairy 
farmers  without  losing  limited  exemp¬ 
tion  on  his  own  farm  milk.  Currently, 
partially  exempt  handlers  with  own  farm 
milk  are  given  an  incentive  to  conceal 
receipts  of  milk  from  neighboring  dairy 
farmersjwhen  additional  supplies  of  milk 
are  required  in  order  to  preserve  their 
exemption.  There  appears  to  be  no 
sound  basis  for  distinguishing,  for  lim¬ 
ited  exemption  purposes,  between  han¬ 
dlers  with  own  farm  milk  who  obtain 
additional  limited  supplies  from  other 
plants  and  those  obtaining  such  addi¬ 
tional  supplies  from  other  producers.  In 
either  instance  the  pool  will  be  protected 
since  such  additional  supplies  will  be 
pooled. 

Prior  to  the  effective  date  of  the 
amended  order  on  August  1,  1957,  a  con¬ 
siderable  number  of  small  handlers  with 
own  farm  milk  “custom  bottled”  milk  for 
one  or  more  other  dairy  farmers.  These 
handlers  were  not  eligible  for  partial 
exemption  on  their  own  farm  milk  if 
they  continued  to  engage  in  this  practice 
after  August  1,  1957,  since  milk  so  re¬ 
ceived  for  custom  bottling  is  considered 
to  be  received  from  producers.  The 
change  herein  provided  under  which 
such  a  handler  remains  eligible  for  a 
limited  exemption  on  his  own  farm  milk 
so  long  as  other  source  milk  also  is  lim¬ 
ited  to  not  more  than  an  average  of  1600 
pounds  per  day  will  permit  him  to  do 
“custom  bottling”  for  two  or  three  other 
producers  of  average  size  without  loss 
of  his  exemption.  This  change  will  per¬ 
mit  more  flexibility  of  operations  without 
adversely  affecting  the  interests  of  other 
producers. 

Provision  for  limited  exemption  on 
own  farm  milk  applicable  to  those  receiv¬ 
ing  no  more  than  an  average  of  1600 
pounds  of  milk  per  day  from  other 
sources  will  tend  to  confine  eligibility  to 
those  who  are  engaged  primarily  in  milk 
production  but  who  also  distribute  their 
own  milk  and  other  milk  on  a  limited 
scale.  On  the  other  hand,  this  limited 
exemption  will  not  be  applicable  to  those 
handlers  engaged  primarily  in  the  proc¬ 
essing  and  distribution  of  relatively  large 
volumes  of  milk  but  who  incidentally  ob¬ 
tain  a  relatively  minor  part  of  their  milk 
from  their  own  farms. 

An  exemption  of  up  to  an  average  of 
800  pounds  per  day  will  provide  full  ex¬ 
emption  of  own  farm  milk  for  28  of  57 
handlers  who  claimed  partial  exemption 
in  1957  and  for  31  of  57  handlers  with 
own  farm  milk  who  did  not  claim  any 
exemption  in  1957  provided,  in  each  in- 
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■aiice  their  receipts  from  other  sources  ciation  of  Medical  Milk  Commissions  for  handler’s  plant  for  processing  and  pack- 
Sfnot’  exceed  an  average  of  1600  pounds  the  production  of  certified  milk  and  aging  and  with  packaged  fluid  milk  being 
J"  day.  Receipts  of  own  farm  milk  by  which  is  marketed  as  certified  milk  returned  to  the  dairy  farmer  for  distri- 
Jhose  handlers  averaged  less  than  800  should  continue  to  be  exempt  from  pric-  button  directly  to  consumers.  As  a 
ounds  per  day.  The  remaining  29  han-  ing  and  pooling  in  the  same  manner  as  means  of  carrying  out  the  purpose  of  the 
jjiers  claiming  partial  exemption  in  1957  own  farm  milk  of  other  designated  pro-  order,  each  milk  handler  operating  a 
and  the  remaining  26  claiming  no  ex-  ducer-handlers,  and  that  any  milk  so  plant  at  which  milk  is  received  from 
motion  in  1957  would  be  eligible  for  an  produced,  other  than  that  marketed  as  farmers  is  required  to  account  for  the 
800-pound  daily  exemption  if  their  other  certified  milk,  delivered  from  the  farm  utilization  of  all  milk  so  received  and  is 
vj£ce  receipts  are  within  the  specified  where  produced  to  a  pool  plant  of  held  responsible  for  payment  for  that 
jvjrjt;  another  handler  should  be  considered  as  milk  at  the  minimum  prices  established. 

Milk  received  at  the  plant  of  a  fully  having  been  received  from  a  producer  The  practice  of  attempting  to  impose 
regulated  handler  from  a  handler  with  and  priced  and  pooled  the  same  another  these  obligations  upon  persons  other 
ovm  farm  milk  to  which  the  limited  ex-  producer  milk.  than  those  handlers  operating  plants  re- 

emption  applies  should  be  allocated  to  It  was  contended  at  the  hearing  by  ceiving  milk  from  farmers  would  provide 
the  lowest  possible  classification  at  the  handlers  with  own  farm  milk  that  they  opportunities  and  incentives  for  engaging 
second  handler’s  plant.  No  provision  were  entitled  to  exemption  from  pricing  in  practices  constituting  a  threat  to  mar- 
for  treating  any  such  milk  as  nonpool  and  pooling  because  of  alleged  higher  ket  stability  and  orderly  marketing,  thus 
milk  in  instances  where  it  must  be  as-  costs  of  production  than  other  producers  tending  to  defeat  the  purposes  of  the 
signed  to  Class  I-A  or  Class  II  is  neces-  caused  by  operating  conditions  normally  order. 

sary  (as  is  provided  with  respect  to  milk  associated  with  and  peculiar  to  their  An  unwarranted  incentive  would  be 
received  from  a  designated  producer-  type  of  business  enterprise,  and  that,  provided  for  producers* to  have  their  milk 
handler)  since,  considering  the  volume  because  of  their  higher  production  cost,  “custom  bottled”  and  become  handlers 
limitation  provided,  there  can  be  no  sig-  an  exemption  would  not  provide  them  or  distributors  in  an  effort  to  increase 
niflcant  displacement  of  producer  milk  in  with  a  competitive  advantage  over  fully  their  returns  by  obtaining  more  than 
these  classes  by  exempt  own  farm  milk,  regulated  handlers.  It  was  contended  their  proportionate  share  of  the  fluid 
The  market  administrator  should  be  that  their  higher  costs  of  production  sales  in  the  market,  to  the  detriment  of 
required  to  publicly  announce  the  names  were  due  to  (1)  higher  labor  costs,  (2)  other  producers,  and  handlers  would  be 
and  plant  locations  of  handlers  with  own  maintenance  of  “show  places”  from  encouraged  to  engage  in  the  practice  of 
farm  milk  for  the  purpose  of  identifying  which  the  industry  in  general  benefits  “custom  bottling”  as  a  means  of  escaping 
the  milk  required  to  be  so  allocated,  by  promoting  the  sale  of  more  milk  for  the  obligation  of  paying  the  established 
Such  announcements  should  not  include  fluid  use,  (3)  use  of  land  with  higher  minimum  prices  for  the  milk  so  handled 
the  names  of  designated  producer-  value  and  subject  to  higher  taxation  by  and  thus  obtain  undue  competitive  ad- 
handlers  or  the  names  of  handlers  re-  virtue  of  being  located  near  urban  cen-  vantage  over  other  handlers, 
ceiving  no  milk  from  other  dairy  farmers  ters,  and  (4)  maintenance  of  more  even  Exceptions  were  taken  to  the  recom- 
and  who  sell  no  more  than  an  average  of  seasonal  pattern  of  production.  mended  decision  for  its  failure  to  provide 

100  quarts  of  Class  I-A  milk  per  day  These  reasons  as  justification  for  an  full  regulation  or  a  specific  volume  limi- 
directly  to  consumers  in  the  marketing  exemption  are  not  valid.  Cost  of  pro-  tation  on  exempt  milk  of  producer-han- 
area  or  the  names  of  institutions  (reli-  duction  cannot  be  used  as  a  sound  basis  dlers.  Parties  filing  such  exceptions 
gious,  charitable,  educational  or  govern-  for  granting  an  exemption  from  pricing  urged  volume  limitations  ranging  from 
mental)  not  engaged  in  the  practice  of  and  pooling  any  more  than  it  can  be  used  100  quarts  to  2000  pounds  per  day  on 
purchasing  bulk  milk  for  distribution  or  as  the  sole  criterion  for  establishing  the  basis  that  such  limitations  are  es- 
in  the  practice  of  distributing  milk  to  minimum  order  prices.  If  production  sential  to  prevent  undue  expansion  in  the 
those  not  associated  with  the  institu-  costs  were  used  as  a  criterion  for  exemp-  volume  of  exempt  milk.  However,  the 
tion.  Those  to  be  so  excluded  from  the  tion  of  producer-handlers  it  logically  regulation  of  producer-handlers  to  a 
list  are  producers  essentially  rather  than  would  follow  that  comparable  exemp-  degree  beyond  that  for  which  provision 
handlers.  tions  also  be  provided  for  milk  received  by  is  made  herein  is  not  found  to  be  justi- 

The  State  of  New  York  exempts  from  fully  regulated  handlers  from  other  pro-  fled.  Accordingly,  such  exceptions  are 
milk  dealers’  license  requirements  a  ducers  with  higher  than  average  produc-  denied. 

farmer  (individual  or  partnership  but  not  tion  cost.  Aside  from  the  administrative  Issue  No.  2.  Provisions  of  the  order 
a  corporation)  selling  only  on  the  farm  difficulties  involved  in  its  application,  relating  to  temporary  pooL  plants  should 
where  produced  not  more  than  100  quarts  such  a  criterion  for  exemption  would  be  be  amended  to  provide  (1)  that  a  plant 
daily  average  of  milk  in  any  one  month  to  in  direct  conflict  with  the  principles  of  ^  from  which  Class  I-A  milk  is  distributed 
consumers  coming  to  such  farm  for  it.  the  classified  system  of  pricing,  market-  in  the  marketing  area,  and  which  now  is 
It  would  not  be  administratively  feasible  wide  pooling  and  the  requirements  of  the  a  nonpool  plant  unless  the  handler  oper- 
to  attempt  to  designate  such  persons  as  act  for  establishing  minimum  order  a£ing  the  plant  exercises  the  option  to  be 
handlers  with  own  farm  milk  and  require  prices.  >  a  pool  plant,  would  be  a  pool  plant  auto- 

that  any  milk  delivered  by  such  per-  It  was  not  demonstrated  that  all  or  a  matically  unless  the  handler  exercises 
sons  to  a  pool  plant  be  assigned  to  the  majority  of  the  producers  who  also  are  the  option  to  be  a  nonpool  plant,  and  (2) 
lowest  classification  possible.  Accord-  engaged  in  distribution  have  production  that  such  provision  for  full  regulation  as 
ingly,  any  milk  delivered  by  such  per-  costs  higher  than  many  other  producers;  a  pool  plant,  unless  the  handler  chooses 
sons  should  ‘be  considered  jiS'  being  that  their  production  is  seasonally  more  to  be  a  nonpool  plant,  be  applicable  to  a 
received  from  producers.  even  than  that  of  many  other  producers;  plant  otherwise  subject  to  regulation 

The  present  provisions  of  the  order  that  the  labor  employed  is  any  less  pro-  <  under  another  Federal  order  in  which  no 
for  exempting  own  farm  milk  from  pric-  ductive  than  that  of  other  producers;  provision  is  made  for  marketwide  equal¬ 
ing  and  pooling  apply  to  milk  produced  that  the  majority  of  such  producer-  ization  regardless  of  the  relative  volumes 
in  accordance  with  methods  and  stand-  handlers  maintain  production  and  proc-  of  milk  distributed  from  the  plant  in  the 
ards  of  the  American  Association  of  essing  facilities  of  higher  quality  than  two  marketing  areas  involved. 

Medical  Milk  Commissions  for  the  pro-  those  of  other  producers  and  of  the  han-  At  the  present  time,  the  order  provides 
Auction  of  certified  milk  and  permit  a  dlers  to  whom  they  deliver  or  that  when  that  a  plant  distributing  milk  directly  to 
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unless  the  volume  of  Class  I-A  milk  at 
the  plant  is  larger  than  the  volume  of  its 
Class  I-B  sales  in  the  other  Federal 
marketing  area.  At  present,  if  the  plant 
distributing  the  milk  in  the  marketing 
area  does  not  exercise  its  option  to  be  a 
pool  plant,  an  obligation  is  incurred  to 
make  compensatory  payments  on  any 
nonpool  milk  distributed  in  the  market¬ 
ing  area.  Thus,  a  plant  which  is  not 
regulated  under  another  Federal  order 
and  which  receives  no  milk  from  pool 
plants  would  be  required  to  pay  to  the 
producer-settlement  fund  the  difference 
between  the  Class  III  price  and  the  Class 
I-A  price  for  any  Class  I-A  milk  distrib¬ 
uted  in  the  marketing  area.  By  making 
such  payments  the  operator  avoids  pool¬ 
ing  his  Class  I-B  milk  distributed  outside 
of  the  marketing  area. 

A  reversal  of  the  present  option  pro¬ 
vision,  as  proposed  at  the  hearing,  to 
provide  that  such  a  plant  automatically 
is  a  pool  plant  unless  the  operator  exer¬ 
cises  an  option  to  remain  a  nonpool 
plant,  would  not  change  the  economic 
position  of  a  plant.  The  change  would 
mean,  however,  that  nonpool  status  for 
the  plant  could  be  attained  only  by  posi¬ 
tive  action  by  the  handler  rather  than 
merely  resulting  from  inaction  on  his 
part.  Such  a  change  appears  desirable 
and  should  be  made  in  order  that  non¬ 
pool  status,  and  the  resultant  prospective 
or  possible  obligation  for  compensatory 
payments,  will  be  the  result  of  a  choice 
positively  exercised  by  the  handler 
operating  the  plant. 

All  other  Federal  milk  marketing 
orders  in  the  Northeast  provide  for  ex¬ 
cluding  from  regulation  thereunder  any 
plant  which  is  regulated  by  the  New 
York-New  Jersey  order.  Some  of  such 
other  orders  provide  for  marketwide 
equalization  and  some  do  not.  In  con¬ 
trast  to  handlers  subject  to  no  minimum 
price  regulation  or  to  regulation  with  no 
provision  for  marketwide  equalization,  a 
handler  subject  to  regulation  under  a 
Federal  marketing  order  with  provisions 
for  marketwide  equalization  is  not  in  a 
position  to  increase  returns  to  his  pro¬ 
ducers  by  increasing  the  proportion  of 
his  milk  disposed  of  for  Class  I-A  use 
except  to  the  relatively  minor  extent  that 
such  higher  Class  I  utilization  increases 
the  returns  to  all  producers  in  the  mar¬ 
ket  through  the  mechanics  of  market¬ 
wide  pooling.  This  difference  in  the  im¬ 
pact  on  the  handlers  under  regulation  of 
an  order  providing  for  marketwide 
equalization  compared  to  other  handlers 
not  involved  in  niarketwide  pooling  is 
recognized  under  existing  provisions  of 
the  order  providing  for  compensatory 
payments  on  nonpool  milk  disposed  of 
for  fluid  use  in  the  marketing  area. 
Thus,  under  existing  provisions  of  the 
order  a  handler  subject  to  regulation 
under  the  Philadelphia  order  (Order  No. 
61^  incurs  an  obligation  for  compensa¬ 
tory  payments.on  nonpool  milk  disposed 
of  in  the  Order  No.  27  marketing  area 
at  a  rate  equal  to  the  difference  between 
the  Order  No.  27  Class  I-A  and  Class  III 
prices  and  with  his  obligation  to  pro¬ 
ducers  under  Order  No.  61  reduced  by  an 
equivalent  amount.  The  return  to  pro¬ 
ducers  under  the  Philadelphia  order  for 
such  milk  is  the  same  as  for  milk  dis- 
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posed  of  for  manufacturing  rather  than 
for  fluid  purposes. 

Since  under  existing  provisions  of  the 
order  a  handler  subject  to  regulation 
under  the  Philadelphia  order  incurs  an 
obligation  for  compensatory  payments 
on  milk  disposed  of  in  the  Order  No.  27 
marketing  area  at  the  same  rate  as  is 
applicable  to  nonpool  milk  from  sources 
not  subject  to  regulation  under  another 
order,  such  a  regulated  handler  should 
have  the  same  unrestricted  choice  as  an 
unregulated  handler  of  either  being  a 
pool  plant  subject  to  full  regulation  un¬ 
der  the  order  or  of  being  a  nonpool  plant 
subject  to  compensatory  payments. 
Handlers  subject  to  regulation  under  an¬ 
other  Federal  order  with  provisions  for 
marketwide  equalization  are  in  essenti¬ 
ally  the  same  position  as  handlers  sub¬ 
ject  to  regulation  under  Order  No.  27  in¬ 
sofar  as  their  ability  to  influence  the  re¬ 
turns  to  their  own  producers  by  means  of 
their  own  utilization  is  concerned.  Han¬ 
dlers  subject  to  this  type  of  regulation 
incur  an  obligation  for  compensatory 
payments,  if  any,  only  in  the  amount  by 
which  the  Order  No.  27  Class  I-A  price 
exceeds  the  Class  I-A  price  under  the 
other  order.  Thus,  there  is  no  need  to 
afford  as  much  freedom  for  this  type  of 
handler  to  become  subject  to  full  regula¬ 
tion  under  Order  No.  27  as  is  afforded  to 
other  handlers  not  so  regulated.  Unre¬ 
stricted  freedom  to  shift  back  and  forth 
between  orders  with  provisions  for  mar¬ 
ketwide  pooling  to  take  advantage  of 
month-to-month  differences  in  class 
prices  could  result  in  disorderly  market¬ 
ing  conditions  and  adversely  affect  the 
interests  of  producers  under  both  orders. 

Accordingly,  the  present  provisions 
should  continue  to  provide  that  a  han¬ 
dler  subject  to  regulation  under  another 
order  providing  for  marketwide  equaliza¬ 
tion  be  eligible  for  designation  as  a  tem¬ 
porary  pool  plant  under  Order  No.  27 
only  if  the  volume  of  Class  I-A  milk  at 
the  plant  exceeds  the  volume  of  Class  I-B 
milk  at  the  plant  disposed  of  in  the  mar¬ 
keting  area  defined  under  the  other 
order. 

Issue  No.  3.  The  order  should  be 
changed  (by  amending  §  927.35  (a)  (1>) 
to  provide  that,  if  a  handler  operating  a 
plant  which  is  not  an  expressly  desig¬ 
nated  pool  plant  (pursuant  to  §  927.25  or 
§  927.28)  but  from  which  Class  I-A  milk 
is  distributed  on  routes  in  the  marketing 
area  so  elects,  milk  received  from  pool 
plants  may  be  assigned  to  such  Class  I-A 
milk  prior  to  the  assignment  of  milk  re¬ 
ceived  at  the  nonpool  plant  directly  from 
dairy  farmers  to  such  Class  I-A  sales. 

The  order  presently  requires  that  milk 
received  at  a  nonpool  plant  directly  from 
dairy  farmers  first  be  assigned  to  Class 
I-A  milk  distributed  from  the  plant  on 
routes  in  the  marketing  area  unless  the 
volume  of  such  Class  I-A  milk  is  not 
sufficient  tq  qualify  the  plant  as  a  tem¬ 
porary  pool  plant  pursuant  to  para¬ 
graph  (a)  or  (b)  of  §  927.29.  Accord¬ 
ingly,  under  present  provisions  of  the 
order,  a  handler  operating  a  plant  from 
which  the  volume  of  Class  I-A  milk  dis¬ 
tributed  on  routes  in  the  marketing  area 
is  not  large  enough  to  subject  the  plant 
to  full  regulation,  may  first  assign  milk 
received  at  his  plant  from  pool  plants  to 


his  Class  I-A  sales,  and  thereby  avoid 
compensatory  payments  on  nonpool 
assigned  to  Class  I-A,  provided  the  vol 
ume  of  his  receipts  from  pool  plants 
equals  or  exceeds  his  volume  of  Class  I-a 
sales. 

The  difficulty  encountered  by  this  type 
of  handler  sis  the  order  presently  fc 
written,  however,  is  that  when  he  at¬ 
tempts  to  reduce  the  volume  of  mii£ 
received  directly  from  farmers  to  com- 
pensate  for  the  volume  received  from 
pool  plants,  the  volume  of  his  Class  I-a 
sales,  although  remaining  constant,  be¬ 
comes  a  larger  percentage  of  his  receipts 
directly  from  farmers,  thereby 
him  subject  to  full  regulation  as  a  tpmp^ 
rary  pool  plant  pursuant  to  §927.28. 
The  change  herein  provided  will  elim¬ 
inate  this  difficulty  and  permit  more 
flexibility  in  the  application  of  the  order 
to  the  “fringe  operator”  type  of  handler. 
The  change  will  tend  to  minimtgp  ^ 
impact  of  the  order  on  this  type  of 
handler  and  at  the  same  time  avoid 
either  giving  him  any  undue  competitive 
advantage  over  other  handlers  or  ad¬ 
versely  affecting  the  pool. 

Issue  No.  4.  The  fluid  skim  differen¬ 
tial  should  apply  to  skim  milk  disposed 
of  in  the  form  of  fluid  skim  milk  if  it  is 
for  human  consumption  as  fluid  skua 
milk  and  not  to  skim  milk  disposed  of 
as  fluid  skim  milk  for  other  uses  in¬ 
cluding  that  disposed  of  to  commercial 
food  processing  or  manufacturing  estab¬ 
lishments,  other  than  dairy  plants,  for 
use  in  processed  or  manufactured  food 
products.  Provisions  of  the  order  set¬ 
ting  forth  the  mechanics  of  accounting 
for  skim  milk  in  connection  with  applica¬ 
tion  of  the  fluid  skim  differential  should 
be  revised  for  the  purpose  of  clarifica¬ 
tion. 

Practices  employed  in  the  disposition 
of  skim  milk  in  the  expanded  marketing 
area  to  which  the  order  has  applied  since 
August  1,  1957,  are  different  from  those 
in  the  marketing  area  as  previously  con¬ 
stituted.  Thus,  the  fluid  skim  differen¬ 
tial,  under  existing  provisions  of  the 
order,  is  applicable  to  skim  milk  disposi¬ 
tions  in  circumstances  not  encountered 
prior  to  expansion  of  the  marketing  area. 
In  the  territory  added  to  the  marketing 
area  effective  August  1,  1957,  fluid  skim 
milk  in  bulk  is  disposed  of  from  han¬ 
dlers’  plants  to  such  establishments  as 
bakeries  and  soup,  candy  and  margarine 
manufacturers;  whereas,  such  disposi¬ 
tions  in  the  former  marketing  area  were 
extremely  limited  or  nonexistent 

It  wras  found  in  the  decision  of  June  10, 
1957  (22  F.  R.  4194)  providing  for  ex¬ 
pansion  of  the  marketing  area  that  (1) 
application  of  the  fluid  skim  differential 
is  a  method  of  attaching  a  fluid  price  to 
skim  milk  used  in  products  which  essen¬ 
tially  are  fluid  milk  products,  and  (2)  the 
fluid  skim  differential  provisions  of  the 
order  (existing  prior  to  August  1,  1957) 
should  be  applied  in  the  expanded  mar¬ 
keting  area  to  the  same  products  and 
at  the  same  rate  as  presently  applicable 
to  the  (former)  marketing  area.  There 
is  no  basis  in  this  record  for  a  different 
conclusion  but  there  is  evidence  that  the 
conclusion  is  not  properly  implemented 
under  existing  provisions  of  the  order 
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j  ttiat  the  amendments  herein  pro¬ 
dded  are  needed  for  that  purpose. 

It  appears  probable  that  amendment 
of  the  order,  as  herein  provided,  to  make 
the  differential  applicable  to  fluid  skim 
!|V  disposed  of  in  consumer  packages 
^dispenser  units  will  make  it  applicable 
to  virtually  all  skim  milk  disposed  of  as 
fluid  skim  milk  for  consumption  in  fluid 
form,  since  no  other  method  of  disposing 
of  fluid  skim  milk  for  consumption  as 
such  is  known  to  be  presently  permitted 
under  applicable  health  authority  regu¬ 
lations.  However,  to  insure  against  a 
possible  loophole,  provision  should  be 
made  for  application  of  the  differential 
also  to  any  skim  milk  disposed  of  in  bulk 
for  human  consumption  as  fluid  skim 
milk. 

It  was  contended  at  the  hearing  that 
even  though  such  application  of  the  fluid 
gum  differential  was  not  heretofore  in¬ 
tended,  experience  under  the  order  since 
August  1, 1957,  indicates  that  the  differ¬ 
ential  should  apply  to  fluid  skim  milk 
disposed  of  for  manufacturing  purposes 
such  as  in  the  manufacture  of  mar¬ 
garine.  It  was  pointed  out  in  this  con¬ 
nection  that  the  volume  of  skim  milk 
subject  to  the  differential  had  about 
tripled  in  the  first  month  after  expansion 
of  the  marketing  area  in  contrast  to  a 
70  percent  increase  in  population  of  the 
area,  and  had  remained  at  a  high  level 
through  December,  the  last  month  for 
which  statistics  are  available.  These 
statistics  are  of  extremely  doubtful  va¬ 
lidity,  however,  in  support  of  a  conclusion 
that  margarine  and  other  manufacturers 
are  paying  and  will  continue  to  pay  a 
fluid  price  for  skim  milk.  The  statistics 
are  based  on  handlers’  reports  which, 
it  was  indicated,  did  not  include  skim 
milk  sales  to  margarine  manufacturers 
as  being  a  disposition  subject  to  the  fluid 
skim  differential.  Moreover,  a  substan¬ 
tial  part  of  the  increased  volume  of  skim 
milk  subject  to  the  differential  reason¬ 
ably  jnay  be  attributed  to  the  abandon¬ 
ment  of  country  classification  (coinci¬ 
dent  with  expansion  of  the  marketing 
area)  and  the  application  of  the  differ¬ 
ential  to  skim  milk  in  milk  separated 
in  the  New  York  metropolitan  district 
which  formerly  was  reported  as  Class  I-A 
milk  to  which  the  differential  did  not 
apply. 

Experience  since  expansion  of  the 
marketing  area  reveals  the  need,  in  the 
interest  of  clarity,  for  revision  of  order 
language  to  indicate  more  specifically 
than  at  present  the  point  at  which  a  de¬ 
termination  is  to  be  made  as  to  whether 
the  fluid  skim  differential  is  applicable, 
and  the  forms  in  which  products  may 
move  prior  to  such  determination.  Ac¬ 
cordingly,  provision  is  made  herein  for 
amending  §  927.33,  relating  to  the  plant 
at  which  classification  is  to  be  deter¬ 
mined,  so  that  it  will  apply  not  only  to 
thole  milk  and  cream  as  at  present  but 
also  to  products  containing  skim  milk  to 
which  the  fluid  skim  differential  may  be 
applicable  in  essentially  the  same  man¬ 
ner  as  at  present  with  respect  to  the 
classification  of  whole  milk  depending 
upon  disposition  of  butterfat. 

Issue  No.  5.  Provision  of  the  order  re¬ 
lating  to  the  plant  at  which  classification 
Is  to  be  determined  (§  927.33)  should  be 


amended  to  apply  to  interplant  move¬ 
ments  of  butterfat  and  skim  milk  in  the 
form  of  fluid  cream  products,  half  and 
half,  or  cultured  milk  drinks  in  essen¬ 
tially  the  same  fashion  as  now  provided 
in  the  case  of  movements  of  butterfat 
and  skim  milk  in  the  form  of  cream. 

The  order  presently  provides  that 
milk  the  butterfat  from  which  leaves  a 
plant  in  the  form  of  cream  is  to  be 
classified  at  the  plant  or  plants  to  which 
the  cream  is  shipped  (with  specified  ex¬ 
ceptions)  rather  than  at  the  plant  where 
the  cream  was  separated.  Milk  shipped 
in  the  form  of  cream  from  a  pool  plant 
where  separated  to  the  New  York  metro¬ 
politan  district  and  there  disposed  of  as 
fluid  cream  is  classified  in  Class  n. 
However,  if  such  cream  is  used  in  the 
manufacture  of  ice  cream  in  the  New 
York  metropolitan  district  or  is  shipped 
from  the  plant  where  received  in  the  New 
York  metropolitan  district  to  a  pur¬ 
chaser  outside  the  district,  the  milk  is 
classified  in  Class  m.  On  the  other 
hand,  in  the  case  of  fluid  cream  prod¬ 
ucts,  half  and  half,  or  cultured  milk 
drinks  containing  less  than  3  percent  or 
more  than  5  percent  butterfat  shipped  to 
the  New  York  metropolitan  district, 
there  is  no  provision  for  following  such 
products  beyond  the  plant  of  receipt  in 
the  New  York  metropolitan  district  and, 
consequently,  the  milk  involved  is  classi¬ 
fied  in  Class  II  on  the  basis  of  such  move¬ 
ment  even  though  such  products  are 
moved  from  the  plant  where  received  in 
the  New  York  metropolitan  district  to  a 
plant  or  purchaser  outside  the  district 
or  are  there  manufactured.  The  amend¬ 
ment  herein  provided  will  allow  the  same 
degree  of  flexibility  involving  movements 
of  fluid  cream  products,  half  and  half, 
or  cultured  milk  drinks  into  and  out  of 
the  New  York  metropolitan  district  as  is 
now  the  case  regarding  such  movements 
of  cream  and  will  tend  to  provide  a 
higher  degree  of  equality  of  treatment 
between  handlers  who  are  involved  in 
such  movements  and  those  who  are  not. 

Issue  No.  6.  It  is  concluded  that  the 
provision  of  the  order  (§  927.71  (b)  (5) ) 
specifying  the  zone  limit  for  plants  at 
which  nearby  location  differentials  are 
payable -on  milk  received  from  farms  lo¬ 
cated  within  zones  up  to  120  miles  should 
be  amended  by  (1)  changing  the  plant 
zone  limit  of  131-140  miles  to  141-150 
miles  for  plants  located  in  the  specified 
counties  and  towns,  (2)  adding  Sche¬ 
nectady  County,  New  York,  to  those 
counties  now  specified,  and  (3)  changing 
the  zone  limit  for  other  plants  from  111— 
120  miles  to  131-140  miles. 

These  changes  should  be  made  pri¬ 
marily  to  achieve  a  more  logical  and 
orderly  pattern  of  payments  to  producers 
eligible  to  receive  the  nearby  location 
differential.  No  change  is  being  made  in 
the  provision  confining  payment  of  near¬ 
by  location  differentials  only  to  those 
producers  (with  specified  exceptions) 
whose  farms  are  located  within  the  120- 
mile  zone  (and  no  such  change  was  pro¬ 
posed).  Moreover,  the  changes  made 
herein  constitute  only  a  relatively  minor 
adjustment  in,  rather  than  complete 
elimination  of,  the  presently  prescribed 
zone  limitation  for  plants  at  which  near¬ 
by  location  differentials  are  payable. 


There  is  no  abandonment  of  the  prin¬ 
ciple  set  forth  in  the  decision  of  June  10, 
1957  (22  P.  R.  4194)  that  nearby  location 
differentials  should  be  paid  only  on  milk 
received  at  plants  within  a  specified  ter¬ 
ritory  since  “nearby  differentials  of  this 
type  are  designed  to  reflect  the  fact  that 
under  competitive  conditions  milk  pro¬ 
duced  in  this  area  has  a  traditional  out¬ 
let  as  fluid  milk  at  plants  located  in  the 
nearby  area.” 

The  presently  prescribed  limitation  as 
to  plant  location,  however,  is  not  fully 
serving  the  purpose  of  distinguishing  in 
the  most  equitable  and  logical  manner 
between  those  producers  who  are  eligible 
for  the  differential  and  those  who  are 
not.  Most  of  the  peculiar  situations  re¬ 
lating  to  eligibility  of  certain  producers 
result  from  the  employment  of  a  method 
of  determining  farm  zones  which  is  dif¬ 
ferent  from  the  method  of  determining 
zones  for  plants.  Plant  zones  are  based 
on  highway  mileage  to  the  plant;  where¬ 
as,  farms  are  zoned  by  highway  mileage 
to  the  nearest  point  in  the  township,  or 
other  minor  civil  division,  in  which  the 
farm  (milkhouse)  is  located. 

The  result  is  that  there  are  instances 
where  producers  operating  farms  zoned 
within  120  miles  who  deliver  their  milk 
to  a  plant  located  in  the  same  town  as 
the  farm  but  who  are  not  eligible  to  re¬ 
ceive  the  differential  because  the  plant  is 
in  the  121-130  or  perhaps  the  131-140 
mile  zone,  while  other  producers  in  the 
same  neighborhood  are  eligible  for  and 
do  receive  the  differential  because  their 
milk  is  received  at  a  plant  located  within 
the  120-mile  zone.  This  and  similar  sit¬ 
uations  where  two  or  more  plants  are 
equally  accessible  to  producers,  but  where 
some  of  the  plants  are  inside  the  120-mile 
zone  and  some  outside,  have  generated  a 
degree  of  discontent  among  producers 
similarly  situated.  The  situation  pro¬ 
vides  an  incentive  for  producers  to  shift 
from  plants  to  which  they  historically 
have  delivered  their  milk,  and  a  com¬ 
petitive  advantage  to  the  handler  operat¬ 
ing  the  plant  at  which  the  differential  is 
payable. 

Extending  from  120  miles  to  140  miles 
the  zone  limit  for  plants  at  which  the 
necrby  location  differential  is  payable 
will  provide  a  more-  gradual  and  orderly 
pattern  of  producer  payments  without 
any  significant  increase  in  the  number 
of  additional  producers  eligible  to  re¬ 
ceive  the  differential  or  in  the  total 
amount  of  money  required  to  pay  the 
differentials.  There  are  31  plants  lo¬ 
cated  in  the  121-140  mile  zone  at  which 
milk  is  received  from  approximately 
2,500  producers.  About  1,760  of  these 
producers  are  on  farms  zoned  beyond 
120  miles  and  would  remain  ineligible 
for  the  differential  irrespective  of  the 
plant  ta  which  they  deliver.  The  re¬ 
maining  740  producers  whose  farms  are 
zoned  within  120  milefe  are  the  maximum 
number  of  additional  producers  who 
could  qualify  for  the  differential.  All  of 
these  producers  presently  are  eligible 
provided  they  shift  to  a  plant  zoned 
within  120  miles.  Over  600  of  these  740 
producers  are  on  farms  zoned  in  the 
111-120  mile  zone  and  thus  would  be¬ 
come  eligible  for  a  differential  at  the 
rate  of  only  five  cents  per  hundred- 
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weight.  If  the  additional  producers  in  ume  of  reports  requires  more  time.  In  work  involved  in  making  payments  to 
each  zone  made  eligible  for  the  differ-  addition,  the  order  amendments  effective  producers  by  not  later  than  the  25th  of 
ential  deliver  the  same  volume  of  milk  August  1,  1957,  require  the  performance  the  month  as  presently  required.  £ 
as  those  presently  receiving  the  differ-  of  functions  not  previously  required,  in-  proposal  was  considered  for  a  later  date 
ential,  the  total  monthly  increase  in  eluding  the  checking  of  reports  in  con-  for  paying  producers.  It  was  not  indi- 
aggregate  amount  paid  will  approximate  nection  witn  pooling  options,  exemption  cated  that  changing  from  the  14th  to  the 
$5,000.00  and  a  percentage  increase  of  of  own  farm  milk,  receipts  from  plants  15th  the  day  for  announcing  the  uoj. 
from  one  to  one  and  one-half  percent,  with  exempt  milk  and  nearby  location  form  price  would  necessitate  any  change 
The  effect  on  the  uniform  price  would  differentials.  in  the  dates  presently  provided  for  pay. 

be  negligible.  The  second  factor  involved  is  that  a  ments  into  and  out  of  the  producer. 

The  extension  of  the  zone  limit  (from  substantially  larger  number,  and  a  larger  settlement  fund. 

131-140  to  141-150)  for  plants  in  the  proportion  of  the  total  number,  of  re-  General  findings.  The  findings  and 
territory  now  specified  along  the  eastern  ports  filed  originate  from  points  located  determinations  hereinafter  set  forth  are 
border  of  the  State  of  New  York  north-  a  greater  distance  from  the  market  ad-  supplementary  and  in  addition  to  fee 
ward  into  the  Capital  District,  and  the  ministrator’s  office  than  was  the  case  findings  and  determinations-  previously 
addition  of  Schenectady  County  to  those  prior  to  August  1.  Nearly  one-half  (198)  made  in  connection  with  the  issuance  <a 
now  specified  is  designed  to  accomplish  of  the  monthly  reports  filed  prior  to  Au-  the  aforesaid  order  and  of  the  previously 
substantially  the  same  purposes  as  the  gust  1957  came  from  points  in  or  near  issued  amendments  thereto;  and  all  o t 
extension  generally  of  the  zone  limit  for  the  metropolitan  area.  •  These  reports  said  previous  findings  and  determaa- 
other  plants  to  140  miles  as  herein  pro-  from  nearby  points  usually  were  received  tions  are  hereby  ratified  and  affirmed, 
vided.  A  relatively  few  additional  pro-  in  the  office  of  the  market  administrator  except  insofar  as  such  findings  and  de! 
ducers  in  and  around  the  Capital  by  not  later  than  the  10th  of  the  month,  terminations  may  be  in  conflict  with  fee 
District  will  become  eligible  for  the  dif-  Some  were  mailed  and  some  were  de-  findings  and  determinations  set  forfe 
ferential  including  a  few  now  delivering  livered  by  messenger.  The  remainder,  herein. 

to  a  plant  in  Schenectady  who  delivered  or  those  transmitted  by  mail  from  the  (a)  The  tentative  marketing  agree, 
to  a  plant  of  the  same  handler  located  distant  points  usually  were  received  on  ment  and  the  order,  as  hereby  proposed 
in  Albany  until  the  Albany  plant  was  the  10th,  11th,  or  12th  of  the  month.  to  be  amended,  and  all  of  the  termsand 
closed  in  November  1956.  “  Since  August  1957,  the  number  of  re-  conditions  thereof,  will  tend  to  effectu- 

Issue  No.  7.  It  is  concluded  that  (1)  ports  from  nearby  points  (about  220)  is  ate  the  declared  policy  of  the  act; 

the  provision  of  the  order  (§  927.50)  only  slightly  larger  than  heretofore  and  (b)  The  parity  prices  of  milk  as  de¬ 
now  requiring  each  handler  to  report  is  a  substantially  smaller  proportion  of  termined  pursuant  to  section  2  of  fee 
specified  information  to  the  market  ad-  the  total.  In  general,  since  August  these  act  are  not  reasonable  in  view  of  fee 
ministrator  on  or  before  the  10th  day  of  reports  from  nearby  sources  have  been  price  of  feeds,  available  supplies  of  feeds, 
each  month  should  be  amended  to  re-  received  by  the  10th  of  the  month  and,  and  other  economic  conditions  whkfc 
quire  that,  if  such  reports  are  filed  by  as  previously,  some  are  delivered  by  mes-  affect  market  supply  and  demand  for 
mail,  they  be  postmarked  no  later  than  senger  and  some  are  mailed.  However,  milk  in  the  marketing  area,  and  the  min- 
the  8th  day  of  the  month,  and  if  not  so  a  substantially  increased  number  of  re-  imum  prices  specified  in  the  proposed 
mailed  that  they  be  physically  delivered  ports  from  more  distant  points,  and  a  marketing  agreement  and  the  order  as 
to  the  office  of  the  market  administrator  larger  proportion  of  the  total  heretofore,  hereby  proposed  to  be  amended,  are  such 
by  no  later  than  the  close  of  business  have  not  been  received  in  the  office  of  prices  as  will  reflect  the  aforesaid  fac- 
on  the  10th  day  of  the  month,  and  (2)  the  market  administrator  until  after  the  tors,  insure  a  sufficient  quantity  of  pure 
the  day  by  which  the  market  admin-  10th  of  the  month.  Such  reports  have  and  wholesome  milk  and  be  in  fee 
istrator  is  required  (by  §  927.67)  to  an-  been  received  on  each  day  from  the  10th  public  interest;  and 
nounce  the  uniform  price  should  be  through  the  14th  and  in  each  month  (c)  The  tentative  marketing  agree* 
changed  from  the  14th  to  the  15th  of  since  August  an  average  of  50  reports,  ment  and  the  order,  as  hereby  proposed 
each  month.  most  of  which  were  claimed  to  have  been  to  be  amended,  will  regulate  the  han- 

Experience  in  the  submission  by  han-  mailed  by  the  10th,  were  not  received  dling  of  milk  in  the  same  manner  u, 
dlers  of  monthly  reports  and  in  the  han-  until  after  the  14th  of  the  month.  In-  and  will  be  applicable  only  to  persons  is 
dling  and  processing  of  such  reports  in  formation  contained  in  these  latter  re-  the  respective  classes  of  industrial  and 
the  office  of  the  market  administrator  ports  was  obtained  by  long  distance  commercial  activity  specified  ^  in,  a 
incident  to  the  computation  of  the  uni-  telephone  for  use  in  computing  the  uni-  marketing  agreement  upon  which  a 
form  price  since  expansion  of  the  mar-  form  price.  Such  telephone  calls,  to-  hearing  has  been  held, 
keting  area  effective  August  1,  1957,  has  gether  with  a  larger  number  of  calls  Rulings  on  exceptions.  In  arriving  at 
demonstrated  the  need  for  a  longer  pe-  regarding  reports  after  they  have  been  the  findings  and  conclusions,  and  the 
riod  of  time  between  the  date  on  -which  received,  are  time  consuming.  regulatory  provisions  of  this  decision, 

handlers’  reports  are  received  in  the  of-  There  is  no  need  for  specifying  an  each  of  the  exceptions  received  was  care- 
fice  of  the  market  administrator  and  the  earlier  date  by  which  all  handlers’  re-  fully  and  fully  considered  in  conjunction 
date  by  which  the  market  administrator  ports  are  to  be  filed.  Certain  handlers,  with  the  record  evidence  pertaining 
is  required  to  announce  the  uniform  particularly  multiple  plant  operators,  thereto.  To  the  extent  that  the  findings 
price.  The  job  of  computation  and  an-  and  cooperatives  which  file  reports  for  and  conclusions,  and  the  regulatory  pro¬ 
nouncement  of  the  uniform  price  as  plants  operated  by  buying  dealers,  are  visions  of  this  decision  are  at  variance 
presently  required  by  the  14th  of  each  experiencing  considerable  difficulty  in  with  any  of  the  exceptions,  such  excep- 
month  currently  requires  a  greater  reporting  by  not  later  than  the  10th  as  tions  are  hereby  overruled  for  the  rea- 
amount  of  overtime  work  by  the  person-  presently  required.  The  majority  of  the  sons  previously  stated  in  this  decision, 
nel  involved  than  can  be  continued  reports  filed  by  these  handlers  are  pre-  Marketing  agreement  and  order.  An- 

indefinitely.  pared  in  or  near  the  metropolitan  area  nexed  hereto  and  made  a  part  hereof  are 

The  need  for  additional  time  is  di-  and  are  not  the  reports  constituting  the  two  documents  entitled,  respectively, 
rectly  associated  with  the  expansion  of  problem  from  the  standpoint  of  the  mar-  “Marketing  Agreement  Regulating  the 
the  marketing  area  by  amendment  of  the  ket  administrator.  The  major  part  of  Handling  of  Milk  in  the  New  York-New 
order  effective  August  1,  1957.  Several  the  problem  is  caused  by  the  late  receipt  Jersey  Marketing  Area”,  and  “Order 
factors  are  involved,  however.  The  num-  of  reports  transmitted  by  mail  from  more  Amending  the  Order  Regulating  the 
ber  of  reports,  received  each  month  has  distant  points.  Handling  of  Milk  in  the  New  York-New 

more  than  doubled  since  August  1957.  A  later  date  for  announcing  the  uni-  Jersey  Marketing  Area”,  which  have 
Beginning  with  August  1957,  the  number  form  price  also  was  considered.  In  this  been  decided  upon  as  the  detailed  and 
of  reports  received  each  month  has  connection,  announcement  of  the  uni-  appropriate  means  of  effectuating  the 
ranged  from  960  to  990  compared  with  form  price  more  than  one  day  later  than  foregoing  conclusions, 
an  average  of  420  theretofore.  The  at  present  would  leave  insufficient  time  It  is  hereby  ordered ,  That  all  of  this 
physical  handling  of  this  increased  vol-  thereafter  for  handlers  to  perform  the  decision,  except  the  attached  marketing 
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friday,  August  8,  1958  , 

eement,  be  published  in  the  Federal  Order 1  Amending  the  Order  Regulating 
The  regulatory  provisions  of  the  Handling  of  Milk  in  the  New  York - 
2^Biarketing  agreement  are  identical  New  Jersey  Milk  Marketing  Area 
with  those  contained  in  toe  order  as  §  g2?  Q  Findings  and  determinations. 
hereby  be  ^  ^  The  findings  and  determinations  here- 

itt&ched  Wl11  be  Pnbhshcd.  inafter  set  forth  are  supplementary  and 

in  addition  to  the  findings  and  deter* 
minations  previously  made  in  connection 
with  the  issuance  of  the  aforesaid  order 
and  of  the  previously  issued  amendments 
thereto;  and  all  of  said  previbus  findings, 
and  determinations  are  hereby  ratified 
and  affirmed,  except  insofar  as  such  find¬ 
ings  and  determinations  may  be  in  con¬ 
flict  with  the  findings  and  determinations 
set  forth  herein. 

(a)  Findings  upon  the  basis  of  the 
hearing  record.  Pursuant  to  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  Agriculture  Marketing 
Agreement  Act  of  1937,  as  amended  (7 
U.  S.  C,  601  et  seq.),  and  the  applicable 
rules  of  practice  and  procedure  govern¬ 
ing  the  formulation  of  marketing  agree¬ 
ments  and  marketing  orders  (7  CFR  Part 
900),  a  public  hearing  was  held  upon 
certain  proposed  amendments  to  the 
tentative  marketing  agreement  and  to 
the  order  regulating  the  handling  of  milk 
in  the  New  York-New  Jersey  milk 
marketing  area.  Upon  the  basis  of  toe 
evidence  introduced  at  such  hearing  and 
the  record  thereof,  it  is  found  that: 


(b)  The  market  administrator  shall 
publicly  announce  toe  name  of  any  han¬ 
dler  operating  a  pool  plant  receiving  own 
farm  milk  and  toe  location  of  toe  plant 
operated  by  such  handler.  This  public 
announcement  shall  not  include  the 
name  of  (1)  any  person  meeting  toe  defi¬ 
nition  of  producer-handler  as  set  forth 
in  §  927.15,  (2)  any  person  receiving  no 
milk  from  other  dairy  farmers  and  sell¬ 
ing  no  more  than  100  quarts  per  day  of 
■  Class  I-A  milk  to  persons  in  toe  market¬ 
ing  area  other  than  to  other  plants,  or 
(3)  an  institution  specified  in  §  927.65 
(h)  (4). 

I  927.15  Producer -h  andler.  Pro¬ 
ducer-handler  means  a  handler  who,  fol¬ 
lowing  the  filing  of  an  application  pur¬ 
suant  to  paragraph  (a)  of  this  section, 
has  been  so  designated  by  the  market 
administrator  upon  determination  that 
the  requirements  of  paragraph  (b)  of 
this  section  have  been  met.  Such  desig¬ 
nation  shall  be  effective  on  the  first  of 
the  month  after  receipt  by  the  market 
administrator  of  an  application  contain¬ 
ing  complete  information  on  the  basis  of 
which  the  market  administrator  deter¬ 
mines  that  the  requirements  of  para¬ 
graph  (b)  are  being  met,  except  that  the 
effective  date  of  designations  shall  be  the 
same  as  the  effective  date  of  this  provi- 

(1)  The  said  order  as  hereby  amend-  sion  if  applications  therefor  are  filed  not 

ed,  and  all  of  the  terms  and  conditions  later  than  15  days  after  such  effective 
thereof,  will  tend  to  effectuate  the  de-  date.  The  effective  date  of  designation 
dared  policy  of  the  act;  shall  be  governed  by  the  date  of  filing 

(2)  The  parity  prices  of  milk,  as  de-  new  applications  in  instances  where  ap- 
termined  pursuant  to  section  2  of  the  plications  previously  filed  have  been  de- 
act,  are  not  reasonable  in  view  of  the  nied.  All  designations  shall  remain  in 
price  of  feeds,  available  supplies  of  fepds,  effect  until  canceled  pursuant  to  para- 
and  other  economic  conditions  which  graph  (c)  of  this  section. 

affect  market  supply  and-  demand  for  (a)  Application.  Any  handler  claim- 
milk  in  the  said  marketing  area,  and  the  ing  to  meet  the  requirements  of  para- 
minimum  prices  specified  in  the  order  as  graph  (b)  of  this  section  may  file  with 
hereby  amended,  are  such  prices  as  will  the  market  administrator,  on  forms  pre¬ 
reflect  the  aforesaid  factors,  insure  a  scribed  by  the  market  administrator,  an 
sufficient  quantity  of  pure  and  whole-  application  for  designation  as  a  pro- 
some  milk,  and  be  in  the  public  interest;  ducer-handler.  The  application  shall 

(3)  The  said  order  as  hereby  amended,  contain  the  following  information: 
regulates  the  handling  of  milk  in  the  (1)  A  listing  and  description  of  all  re¬ 
same  manner  as,  and  is  applicable  only  sources  and  facilities  used  for  the  pro¬ 
to  persons  in  the  respective  classes  of  in-  duction  of  milk  which  are  owned  or 
dustrial  or  commercial  activity  speci-  directly  or  indirectly  operated  or  con- 
fied  in,  a  marl  eting  agreement  upon  trolled  by  the  applicant. 

which  a  hearing  has  been  held.  (2)  A  listing  and  discription  of  all 

Order  relative  to  handling.  It  is  there -  resources  a«d  uaed  the  P™; 

fore  ordered.  That  on  and  after  the  effec-  ces„s!ng, or  df‘ributlon  of  ?>llk  “  m‘  k 

products  which  are  owned,  or  directly 

Lvedate5ere.°ivtheThandlmg,°f  or  indirectly  operated  or  controlled  by 

the  New  York-New  Jersey  milk  market-  thearmlicant  J 

<3)  a  description  of  any  other  re- 

S  of  tL  iforesaid  ord^r  as  hereto  sources  and  facilitles  used  in  the  Produc- 

amended,  and  the  aforesaid  order  is  wh^tto  anolS 

,  TTC,.  or  milk  products  in  wnicn  tne  applicant 

hereby  amended  as  iollov^s .  •  „  _ __  _  __  ^  „  a _x  Anfy 

l  Add  new  §§  927  14  and  927  15  as  m  any  way  has  an  interest,  including  any 
follows-  nCW  -  ana  as  contractual  arrangement,  and  toe  names 

ioiiows .  0f  any  other  persons  having  or  exercising 

§  927.14  Own  farm  milk,  (a)  Own  any  degree  of  ownership,  management,  or 
farm  milk  means  milk  received  at  a  control  in,  or  with  whom  there  exists  any 
plant  from  a  farm  operated  by  the  per-  contractual  arrangement  with  respect 
son  who  is  the  operator  of  such  plant.  to,  the  applicant's  operation  either  in 
-  his  capacity  as  a  handler  or  in  his  capac¬ 
ity  as  a  dairy  farmer. 

(4)  A  listing  and  description  of  the  re¬ 
sources  and  facilities  used  in  toe  produc¬ 
tion,  processing  and  distribution  of  milk 
which  the  applicant  desires  to  be  deter¬ 
mined  as  his  milk  production,  processing 


referendum  Order;  Determination  of 

Representative  Period;  and  Designa¬ 
tion  of  Referendum  Agent 

It  is  hereby  directed  that  a  referendum 
conducted  to  determine  whether  the 
issuance  of  the  attached  order  amend¬ 
ing  the  order  regulating  the  handling  of 
pjUc  in  the  New  York-New  Jersey  milk 
marketing  area,  is  approved  or  favored 
by  the  producers,  as  defined  under  the 
ienns  of  the  order,  as  hereby  proposed 
to  be  amended,  and  who,  during  the  rep- 
jeientative  period,  were  engaged  in  the 
production  of  milk  for  sale  within  the 
aforesaid  marketing  area. 

The  month  of  February  1958,  is  hereby 
determined  to  be  the  representative 
period  for  the  conduct  of  such  refer¬ 
endum. 

C.  J.  Blanford  is  hereby  designated 
agent  of  the  Secretary  to  conduct  such 
referendum  in  accordance  with  the  pro¬ 
cedure  for  the  conduct  of  referenda  to 
determine  producer  approval  of  milk 
marketing  orders,  as  published  in  the 
Pideral  Register  on  August  10,  1950  (15 
F.R.  5177),  such  referendum  to  be  com¬ 
peted  on  or  before  August  25,  1958. 

/  As.  a  means  of  effectuating  certain 
policies  jointly  adopted  by  the  Secretary 
and  the  Commissioner  of  Agriculture  and 
Markets  of  the  State  of  New  York  in  a 
memorandum  of  cooperation  dated  Au¬ 
gust  26,  1938,  and  by  the  Secretary  and 
the  Director  of  the  New  Jersey  Office  of 
Milk  Industry  in  a  memorandum  of 
agreement  dated  June  30,  1955,  the  des¬ 
ignated  agent  of  the  Secretary  shall,  at 
file  same  time  he  transmits  his  report 
to  the  Secretary,  also  transmit  a  similar 
report  to  the  Commissioner  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  and  Markets  of  the  State  of  New 
York,  and  to  the  Director  of  the  Office 
of  Milk  Industry  of  the  State  of  New 
Jersey. 

The  above  designated  agent  of  tfie  Sec¬ 
retary  shall  not  be  required  to  transmit 
with  his  report  to  the  Secretary  a  copy 
of  each  statement  concerning  the  refer¬ 
endum  as  it  appeared  in  each  newspaper, 
but  he  shall  transmit  with  his  report  a 
copy  of  the  release  which  he  presented 
to  newspapers  generally  distributed  in 
the  area  along  with  a  summary  of  the 
numbers  and  types  of  newspapers  to 
which  it  was  presented. 

The  time  within  which  the  complete 
detailed  report  of  the  above  designated 
agent  shall  be  transmitted  to  the  Secre¬ 
tary  is  hereby  extended  to  five  days  after 
the  close  of  the  referendum,  but  a  pre¬ 
liminary  report  based  on  the  information 
then  available  shall  be  transmitted  to 
the  Secretary  within  two  days  after  the 
close  of  the  referendum. 

Issued  at  Washington,  D.  C.,  this  4th 
day  of  August  1958. 

[seal!  Don  Paarlberg, 

Assistant  Secretary. 


1  This  order  shall  not  become  effective  un¬ 
less  and  until  the  requirements  of  §  900.14 
of  the  rules  of  practice  and  procedure  gov¬ 
erning  proceedings  to  formulate  marketing 
agreements  and  marketing  orders  have  been 
met. 


PROPOSED  RULE  MAKING 


and  distribution  unit  in  connection  with  ducer-handler  is  delivered  in  the  name  (d)  Any  plant  which  for  any  month 
his  designation  as  a  producer-handler:  of  another  person  as  pooled  milk  to  an-  is  not  a  pool  plant  because  of  failure  to 
Provided,  That  all  milk  production  re-  other  handler,  or,  except  in  the  months  meet  the  requirements  of  paragraphs 
sources  and  facilities  owned,  operated  of  June  through  November  with  prior  (a),  (b),  or  (c)  of  this  section  from 
or  controlled  by  the  applicant  either  di-  notice  to  the  market  administrator,  a  which  Class  I-A  milk  is  distributed  in 
rectly  or  indirectly  shall  be  considered  dairy  herd,  cattle  barn  or  milking  parlor  the  marketing  area  other  than  to  an. 
as  constituting  a  part  of  the  applicant’s  is  transferred  to  another  person  who  other  plant  shall  be  a  pool  plant  in  any 
milk  production  unit  in  the  absence  of  uses  such  facilities  or  resources  for  pro-  month  if  at  least  55  percent  of  the  milk 
proof  satisfactory  to  the  market  admin-  ducing  milk  which  is  delivered  as  pooled  received  from  dairy  farmers  at  the  plant 
istrator  that  some  portion  of  such  facili-  milk  to  another  handler.  This  provision,  during  such  month  is  classified  in  Class 
ties  or  resources  do  not  constitute  an  however,  shall  not  be  deemed  to  preclude  I-A  and  Class  I-B:  Provided,  That  such 
actual  or  potential  source  of  milk  supply  the  occasional  sale  of  individual  cows  plant  shall  not  be  a  pool  plant  if  the 
for  the  applicant’s  operation  as  a  pro-  from  tl\e  herd.  handler  operating  the  plant  elects  at  the 

ducer-handler.  (2)  A  dairy  herd,  cattle  barn  or  milk-  time  of  filing  the  report  pursuant  to 

(5)  Such  other  information  as  may  be  ing  parlor,  previously  used  for  the  pro-  §  927.50  not  to  have  the  plant  designated 
required  by  the  market  administrator,  duction  of  milk  delivered  as  pooled  milk  a  pool  plant,  and  to  make  payments  into 
(b)  Requirements.  (1)  The  handler  to  another  handler,  is  added  to  the  desig-  the  producer-settlement  fund  at  the  rate 
has  and  exercises  (in  his  capacity  as  a  nated  milk  production  facilities  and  re-  specified  in  §  927.83  (b)  for  any  nonpool 
handler)  complete  and  exclusive  control  sources  of  the  producer-handler,  except  milk  or  skim  milk  which,  on  the  basis  of 
over  the  operation  and  management  of  a  in  the  months  of  December  through  May,  products  distributed  in  the  marketing 
plant  at  which  he  handles  milk  re-  with  prior  notice  to  the  market  admin-  area  to  purchasers  other  than  other 
ceived  from  production  facilities  and  re-  istrator,  or  if  such  facilities  and  resources  plants  is  classified  as  Class  I-A,  Class  II 
sources  (milking  herd,  buildings  housing  were  a  part  of  the  designated  production  or  as  skim  milk  subject  to  the  fluid  skim 
such  herd  and  the  land  on  which  such  facilities  and  resources  during  any  of  differential:  Provided  further.  That  such 
buildings  are  located)  the  operation  and  the  preceding  12  months.  This  provi-  plant  shall  not  be  a  pool  plant,  if  in  the 
management  of  which  also  are  under  the  sion,  however,  shall  not  be  deemed  to  absence  of  this  provision,  milk  received 
complete  and  exclusive  control  of  the  preclude  the  occasional  purchase  of  indi-  from  farmers  at  the  plant  would  be  clas- 
handler  (in  his  capacity  as  a  dairy  vidual  cows  for  the  herd.  sifted  and  priced  under  another  order 

farmer),  all  of  which  facilities  and  re-  (3)  If  the  producer-handler  handles  issued  pursuant  to  the  Act,  with  a  provi- 
sources  for  the  production,  processing  an  average  of  more  than  150  product  sion  for  marketwide  equalization,  and  if 
and  distribution  of  milk  constitute  an  pounds  per  day  each  or  in  aggregate  of  the  percentage  of  the  milk  received  from 
integrated  operation  over  which  the  han-  whole  milk,  fluid  skim  milk  or  cream,  dairy  farmers  at  the  plant  which  is  clas- 
dler  (in  his  capacity  as  a  producer-  which  are  derived  from  sources  other  sified  as  Class  I-B  and  disposed  of  in  the 
handler)  has  and  exercises  complete  and  than  the  designated  milk  production  fa-  marketing  area  defined  in  such  other 
exclusive  control.  cilities  and  resources,  the  cancellation  of  order  is  greater  than  the  percentage  of 

(2)  The  handler,  in  his  capacity  as  a  designation  shall  be  effective  the  first  of  such  milk  classified  as  Class  I-A. 

handler,  handles  no  whole  milk,  fluid  the  month  in  which  he  handled  such 
skim  milk,  or  cream  other  than  that  milk,  skim  milk,  or  cream, 
derived  from  the  milk  production  facili-  (4)  if  the  producer-handler  handles 
ties  and  resources  designated  as  consti-  whole  milk,  fluid  skim  milk,  or  cream 
tuting  the  applicant’s  operation  as  a'  derived  from  sources  other  than  the  des- 
producer-handler.  ignated  milk  production  facilities  and  re- 

(3)  The  handler  is  not,  either  directly  sources  in  a  volume  less  than  specified 
or  indirectly,  associated  with  control  or  in  subparagraph  (3)  of  this  paragraph, 
management  of  the  operation  of  another  the  designation  shall  be  cancelled  effec- 
plant  or  another  handler,  nor  is  another  tive  on  the  first  of  the  month  following 
handler  so  associated  with  his  operation,  the  third  month  in  any  six-month  period 

(4)  The  handler  sells  more  than  an  in  which  the  producer-handler  handled 

average  of  100  quarts  per  day  of  Class  SUCh  milk,  skim  milk,  or  cream:  Pro- 
I-A  milk  to  persons  in  the  marketing  vided,  That  the  receipt  of  up  to  an  aver- 
area  other  than  to  other  plants.  age  of  10  pounds  per  day  each  or  in  ag- 

(5)  In  case  the  plant  of  the  applicant  gregate  of  packaged  fluid  skim  milk  or 
was  operated  by  a  handler  whose  desig-  cream  shall  not  be  counted  for  purposes 
nation  as  a  producer-handler  previously  of  this  subparagraph, 
had  been  cancelled  pursuant  to  para-  (d)  Public  announcement.  The  mar- 
graph  (c)  of  this  section,  the  quantity  ket  administrator  shall  publicly  an- 
of  whole  milk,  fluid  skim  milk,  or  cream  nounce  the  name,  plant  and  farm  loca- 
handled  during  the  twelve  months  pre-  tion  of  persons  designated  as  producer- 
ceding  the  application  which  was  de-  handlers,  and  those  whose  designations 
rived  from  sources  other  than  the  desig-  have  been  cancelled.  Such  announce- 
nated  milk  production  facilities  and  ments  shall  be  controlling  with  respect 
resources  constituting  the  applicant’s  to  the  accounting  at  plants  of  other  han- 
operation  as  a  producer-handler  is  less  dlers  for  milk  received  from  such  pro- 
than  the  volume  set  forth  for  cancella-  ducer-handler  on  and  after  the  first  of 
tion  pursuant  to  subparagraph  (3)  or  the  month  following  the  date  of  such 
(4)  of  paragraph  (c)  of  this  section.  announcement. 

(c)  Cancellation.  The  designation  as  (e>  Burden  of  establishing  and  main - 
a  producer-handler  shall  be  cancelled  taining  producer -handler  status.  The 
under  conditions  set  forth  in  subpara-  burden  rests  upon  the  handler  who  is 
graphs  (1)  and  (2)  of  this  paragraph  or,  designated  as  a  producer-handler  (and 
except  as  specified  in  subparagraphs  (3)  upon  the  applicant  for  such  designation) 
and  (4»  of  this  paragraph,  upon  deter-  to  establish  through  records  required 
mination  by  the  market  administrator  pursuant  to  §  927.54  that  the  require- 
that  any  of  the  requirements  of  para-  ments  set  forth  in  paragraph  (b)  of  this 
graph  (b)  of  this  section  are  not  con-  section  have  been  and  are  continuing  to 
tinuing  to  be  met,  such  cancellation  to  be  met  and  that  the  conditions  set  forth 
be  effective  on  the  first  day  of  the  month  in  paragraph  (c)  of  this  section  for  can¬ 
following  the  month  in  which  the  re-  ceiiation  of  designation  do  not  exist. 


read  as  follows:  " Provided ,  That  if  the 
butterfat  in  such  milk  is  shipped  in  the 
form  of  milk,  cream,  fluid  cream  prod¬ 
ucts,  half  and  half,  or  cultured  or  fla¬ 
vored  milk  drinks,  or  if  the  skim  milk  in 
such  milk  is  shipped  in  the  form  of  milk, 
fluid  skim  milk,  condensed  skim  milk, 
half  and  half,  cream,  or  cultured  milk 
drinks  to  another  plant  or  other  plants, 
it  shall  be  classified,  subject  to  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  paragraphs  (a)  and  (b)  of  this 
section,  at  the  plant  to  which  shipped, 
and  there  shall  be  no  limit  on  the  num¬ 
ber  of  interplant  movements  in  such 
forms,  except  as  set  forth  in  paragraphs 

(a)  and  (b)  of  this  section.  For  pur¬ 
poses  of  this  section,  classification  of 
skim  milk  shall  mean  the  determination 
of  whether  the  skim  milk  is  assigned  to 
a  product  or  use  to  which  the  fluid  skim 
milk  differential  may  be  applicable.” 

(b)  Amending  paragraphs  (a)  and  (b) 
to  read  as  follows: 

(a)  Except*  as  set  forth  in  paragraph 

(b)  of  this  section,  the  classification  of 
milk  shipped  in  the  form  of  milk  and  of 
milk  the  butterfat  from  which  is  shipped 
in  the  form  of  cream,  fluid  cream  prod¬ 
ucts,  half  and  half,  or  cultured  or  fla¬ 
vored  milk  drinks,  and  of  skim  milk 
which  is  shipped  in  the  form  of  fluid 
skim  milk,  condensed  skim  milk,  half 
and  half,  cream,  or  cultured  milk  drinks 
to  a  nonpool  plant  shall  be  determined 
at  the  nonpool  plant  (unless  such  non¬ 
pool  plant  is  in  the  marketing  area, 
receives  no  milk  from  dairy  farmers  and 
is  engaged  substantially  either  in  dis¬ 
tributing  packaged  milk,  fluid  skim  milk, 
or  cream  in  the  marketing  area  or  in 
shipping  bulk  milk  or  cream  to  a  pas¬ 
teurizing  and  bottling  plant  in  the  mar- 
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keting  area) ,  unless  the  handler  operat- 
*  the  pool  plant  from  which  such  ship¬ 
ments  were  made  to  the  nonpool  plant 
Sects  in  writing  in  his  monthly  reports 
to  have  the  classification  of  such  milk 
«id  skim  milk  determined  at  the  pool 
riant  from  which  such  shipments  were 
made  to  the  nonpool  plant. 

(b)  The  classification  of  milk  shipped 
jjj  the  form  of  milk  more  than  65  miles 
from  the  plant  where  received  from  dairy 
fanners  and  of  milk  the  butterfat  from 
which  is  shipped  in  the  form  jof  cream, 
fluid  cream  products,  half  and  half,  or 
cultured  milk  drinks  more  than  65  miles 
from  the  plant  where  such  product  is 
made  to  a  plant  outside  Maine,  New 
Hampshire,  Vermont,  Massachusetts, 
Connecticut,  Rhode  Island,  New  York 
State,  Ohio,  Pennsylvania,  New  Jersey, 
Delaware,  Maryland,  Virginia,  West  Vir¬ 
ginia,  or  the  District  of  Columbia  shall 
be  determined  at  the  plant  from  which 
the  milk  or  milk  product  is  so  shipped. 

4.  Amend  §  927.35  (a)  by  changing 
the  last  sentence  preceding  subpara¬ 
graph  (1)  and  by  adding  a  proviso  to 
read  as  follows:  “Such  assignment  shall 
be  subject  to  the  additional  requirements 
set  forth  in  subparagraphs  (1)  through 
(6)  of  this  paragraph:  Provided,  That  if 
the  plant  is  listed  pursuant  to  §  927.14  or 
designated  as  a  producer-handler  plant 
pursuant  to  §  927.15,  milk  received  from 
other  pool  plants  designated  pursuant 
to  { 927.25  or  §  927.28  or  from  other 
plants  which  are  pool  plants  pursuant  to 
§927.29  on  the  basis  of  the  assignment 
(at  such  other  plants)  pursuant  to  sub- 
paragraph  (1)  of  this  paragraph,  shall 
be  asigned  to  Class  I-A  before  the  ap¬ 
plication  of  subparagraph  (1)  and  (2) 
of  this  paragraph.” 

5.  Amend  §  92?.35  (a)  (1)  by  changing 
the  proviso  to  read  as  follows:  Provided, 
That  if  such  Class  I-A  milk  is  not  suf¬ 
ficient  to  qualify  such  plant  as  a  pool 
plant  pursuant  to  paragraph  (a)  or  (b) 
of  §  927.29,  or  if  the  handler  operating 
the  plant  so  elects  at  the  time  of  filing 
» report  pursuant  to  §  927.50,  no  assign¬ 
ment  pursuant  to  this  subparagraph 
shall  be  made.” 

6.  Amend  §  927.35  (a)  (2)  (iii)  to  read 
as  follows:  “Milk  received  from  other 
pool  plants  designated  pursuant  to 
1927.25  or  §  927.28  except  as  provided  in 
subparagraph  (6)  of  this  paragraph. 

7.  Amend  §  927.35  (a)  (5)  to  read  as 
follows: 

(5)  Notwithstanding  other  provisions 
of  this  paragraph,  milk,  cream,  or  fluid 
skim  milk  received  (except  packaged 
milk,  cream,  or  fluid  skim  milk  produced 
in  accordance  with  methods  and  stand¬ 
ards  of  the  American  Association  of  Med¬ 
ical  Milk  Commissions  for  the  produc¬ 
tion  of  certified  milk  and  which  is 
received  for  marketing  as  certified  milk 
or  milk  products),  from  a  handler  listed 
by  the  market  administrator  as  a  pro¬ 
ducer-handler  pursuant  to  §  927.15,  shall 
be  considered  to  be  nonpooled  with  re- 
«pect  to  assignments  pursuant  to  this 
section  and  payments  pursuant  to 
i  5927.83:  Provided,  That  milk  received 
from  a  producer-handler  who  produces 
milk  in  accordance  with  methods  and 
standards  of  the  American  Association 


of  Medical  Milk  Commissions  for  the  pro¬ 
duction  of  certified  milk  and  which  is 
not  received  for  marketing  as  certified 
milk,  shall  be  treated  as  milk  received 
from  a  dairy  farmer  at  the  plant  and 
not  subject  to  the  provisions  of  §  927.65 
(h). 

8.  Add  a  new  subparagraph  (6)  in 
§  927.35  (a)  to  read  as  follows: 

(6)  Milk  received  at  a  handler’s  plant 
from  a  dairy  farmer  who  is  also  a  han¬ 
dler  listed  by  the  market  administrator 
pursuant  to  §  927.14  as  receiving  own 
farm  milk  shall  be  considered  as  re¬ 
ceived  first  at  such  dairy  farmer’s  plant 
and  shall  be  assigned  as  far  as  possible 
to  pool  milk;  classified  in  Class  HI.  Milk 
received  from  a  dairy  farmer  who  is  also 
a  handler  but  who  is  not  listed  by  the 
market  administrator  pursuant  to  either 
§  927.14  or  §  927.15  shall  be  considered 
as  having  been  received  from  a  dairy 
farmer. 

9.  Amend  §  927.35  (e)  by  deleting  the 
sentence  preceding  the  proviso  and  sub¬ 
stituting  the  following:  “Milk  from  a 
handler’s  own  farm  which  is  excluded 
from  the  computation  of  the  handler’s 
net  pool  obligation  pursuant  to  §  927.65 
(h)  shall  be  prorated  to  the  classifica¬ 
tion  of  all  milk  received  from  dairy 
farmers  including  the  handler’s  own 
farm  milk: 

10.  Amend  §  927.44  by  deleting  all  the 
words  prior  to  the  word  ‘‘deduct”  and 
substitute  the  following:  “The  handler 
shall  pay  a  fluid  skim  differential  per 
hundredweight  for  skim  milk,  other  than 
that  derived  from  Class  I-A  or  Class  I-B 
milk  subject  to  the  pricing  provisions  of 
§  927.40  (a)  or  (c),  which  is  disposed 
of  to  outlets  in  the  markting  area,  which 
skim  milk  leaves  or  is  on  hand  at  the 
plants  in  the  form  of:  milk,  fluid  skim 
milk  in  consumer  packages  or  in  dis¬ 
penser  units,  half  and  half,  cultured  milk 
drinks  containing  3.0  percent  or  more 
but  not  more  than  5.0  percent  butterfat, 
and  fluid  skim  milk  in  bulk  delivered  to 
any  such  outlet  which  is  engaged  in  the 
marketing  or  packaging  of  bulk  fluid 
skim  milk  and  for  all  skim  milk  which 
is  not  established  to  have  been  otherwise 
utilized  or  disposed  of.  Such  fluid  skim 
differential  shall  be  computed  as  fol¬ 
lows:  *  *  *” 

11.  Amend  §  927.50  by  changing  that 
portion  thereof  preceding  paragraph  (a) 
to  read  as  follows: 

§  927.50  Monthly  reports.  Each  han¬ 
dler  (except  a  handler  receiving  own 
farm  milk  and  not  required  to  be  listed 
pursuant  either  to  §§  927.14  or  927.15) 
shall  report  each  month  to  the  market 
administrator  for  the  preceding  month 
in  the  manner  and  on  the  forms  pre¬ 
scribed  by  the  market  administrator, 
with  respect  to  milk  or  milk  products  re¬ 
ceived  at  each  of  his  pool  plants,  and  at 
each  of  his  plants  where  milk  or  milk 
products  subject  to  payments  under 
§§  927.83  and  927.84  were  handled,  the 
information  set  forth  in  paragraphs  (a) 
through  (f )  of  this  section.  Such  report, 
if  transmitted  by  mail,  shall  bear  a  post¬ 
mark  no  later  than  the  8th  day  of  the 
month,  and  if  not  so  mailed,  shall  be 
delivered  physically  to  the  office  of  the 

I 


market  administrator  no  later  than  the  . 
close  of  business  on  the  10th  day  of  the 
month. 

12.  Amend  §  927.54  by  changing  para¬ 
graph  (e)  thereof  and  by  adding  new 
paragraphs  (f)  and  (g)  to  read  as 
follows: 

(e)  Make  inspection  of  buildings  and 
their  surroundings,  facilities,  and  equip¬ 
ment  for  verification  purposes  and  to 
ascertain  what  constitutes  a  plant  and 
the  production,  processing  and  distribu¬ 
tion  resources  and  facilities  of  a  pro¬ 
ducer-handler’s  operation. 

(f)  Verify  that  the  requirements  for 
designation  as  a  producer-handler  have 
been  and  are  being  met. 

(g)  Verify  all  other  information  re¬ 
quired  by  this  part  to  be  reported. 

13.  Amend  §  927.65  (h)  (2)  and  (3)  to 
read  as  follows: 

(2)  Own  farm  milk  not  in  excess  of  an 
average  of  800  pounds  per  day  if  the 
handler  is  not  a  producer-handler  desig¬ 
nated  pursuant  to  §  927.15  and  if  the 
volume  of  milk,  other  than  own  farm 
milk,  handled  does  not  exceed  an  average 
of  1,600  pounds  per  day. 

(3)  All  milk  handled  by  a  producer- 
handler  designated  pursuant  to  §  927.15 
which  is  derived  from  such  producer- 
handler’s  production  resources  and 
facilities. 

14.  Amend  §  927.65  (h)  by  inserting  a 
new  subparagraph  (4)  as  follows: 

(4)  Own  farm  milk  of  a  charitable, 
religious,  educational  or  governmental 
institution  which  is  not  engaged  in  the  ( 
practice  of  receiving  bulk  milk  from 
other  sources  for  processing  or  pack¬ 
aging  and  is  not  engaged  in  the  practice 
of  selling  packaged  milk  to  persons  not 
associated  with  such  institution. 

15.  Amend  §  927.67  by  changing  the 
words  “14th  day  of  each  month”  to  “15th 
day  of  each  month.” 

i  16.  Amend  §  927.71  (b)  (5)  by  (1)  add¬ 
ing  Schenectady  County,  New  York,  to 
those  presently  listed  therein,  (2)  chang¬ 
ing  the  phrase  “131-140  mile  zone”  to 
“141-150  mile  zone’.’,  and  (3)  changing 
the  phrase  “111-120  mile  zone”  to  “131- 
140  mile  zone.” 

17.  Amend  §  927.83  (a)  (1)  to  read  as 
follows  f^Tt  was  derived  from  milk  re¬ 
ceived  at  a  nonpool  plant  from  dairy 
farmers  or  received  from  a  handler  des¬ 
ignated  as  a  producer-handler  pursuant 
to  §  927.15.” 

[F.  R.  Doc.  58-6335;  Filed,  Aug.  7,  1958; 

.  8:47  a.  m.]  * 


[  7  CFR  Part  9801 

[Docket  No.  AO-3011 

Milk  in  Western  Colorado  Marketing 
Area 

NOTICE  OF  EXTENSION  OF  TIME  FOR  FILING 
EXCEPTIONS  TO  RECOMMENDED  DECISION 
WITH  RESPECT  TO  PROP06ED  MARKETING 
AGREEMENT  AND  ORDER 

Pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Marketing  Agreement  Act  of 


PROPOSED  JtULE  MAKING 


eral  regulations  for  setting  tolerances 
and  granting  exemptions  from  toler. 
ances  for  pesticide  chemicals  in  or  m 
raw  agricultural  commodities  (21  CFR 
120.8),  Rohm  and  Haas  Company,  222 
West  Washington  Square,  Philadelphia 
5,  Pennsylvania,  has  withdrawn  its  peti¬ 
tion  for  establishment  of  tolerances  lor 
residues  of  2  -(l-methylheptylM.g-di. 
nitrophenyl  crotonate  in  or  on  raw  agri! 
cultural  commodities,  notice  of  which 
was  published  in  the  Federal  Registm 
of  May  7,  1958  (23  F.  R.  3039). 

The  withdrawal  with  respect  to  this 
petition  is  without  prejudice  to  a  future 
filing. 

Dated:  August  1, 1958. 

[seal]  '  Geo.  P,  Larrick, 

Commissioner  of  Food  and  Drugs. 

[F.  R.  Doc.  58-6337;  Filed,  Aug.  7,  1953. 

8:47  a.  m.] 


DEPARTMENT  OF  HEALTH,  EDU 
CATION,  AND  WELFARE 

Food  and  Drug  Administration 
[21  CFR  Part  1201 


1937,  as  amended  (7  U.  S.  C.  601  et  seq.), 
and  the  applicable  rules  of  practice  and 
procedure,  as  amended,  governing  the 
formulation  of  marketing  agreements 
and  marketing  orders  (7  CFR  Part  900) , 
notice  is  hereby  given  that  the  time  for 
filing  exceptions  to  the  recommended  de¬ 
cision  with  respect  to  the  proposed  mar¬ 
keting  agreement  and  order  regulating 
the  handling  of  milk  in  the  Western 
Colorado  marketing  area,  which  was 
issued  July  18,  1958  (23  F.  R.  5568),  is 
hereby  extended  to  August  16,  1958. 

Dated:  August  5,  1958. 

.  [seal]  F.  R.  Burke, 

Acting  Deputy  Administrator, 
Agricultural  Marketing  Service. 

[F.  R.  Doc.  58-6364;  Filed,  Aug.  7,  1958; 

8:46  a.  m.l 


Tolerances  and  Exemptions  From  Tol¬ 
erances  for  Pesticide  Chemicals  in 
or  on  Raw  Agricultural  Commodities 

NOTICE  OF  WITHDRAWAL  OF  PETITION  FOR 
ESTABLISHMENT  OF  TOLERANCES  FOR  RESI¬ 
DUES  OF  2- (1-METHYLHEPTYL)  -4,6-DI- 
NITROPHENYL  CROTONATE 

Pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Food,  Drug,  and  Cosmetic  Act  (Sec. 
408  (d)  (1),  68  Stat.  512;  21  U.  S.  C. 
346a  (d)  (1)),  the  following  notice  is 
issued. 

In  accordance  with  §  120.8  Withdrawal 
of  petitions  without  prejudice  of  the  gen¬ 


NOTICES 


FEDERAL  POWER  COMMISSION  within  20  days  from  the  date  of  this 

order  Respondent  shall  file  with  the  Sec- 
[Docket  No.  G-15681]  retary  of  the  Commission  an  appropriate 

Wheless  Drilling  Co.  et  al.  undertaking  to  assure  such  refund  as 

may  be  ordered. 

ORDER  FOR  HEARING,  SUSPENDING  PROPOSED  TThC  Commission  finds* 

changes  in  rates,  and  allowing  in-  q)  it  is  necessary  and  proper  in  the 
creased  rates  to  become  effective  public  interest  and  to  aid  in  the  enforce- 

July  31,  1958.  ment  of  the  provisions  of  the  Natural 

Wheless  Drilling  Company  (Operator)  Gas  Act  that  the  Commission  enter  upon 
et  al.  (Respondent)  on  July  11, 1958,  ten-  a  hearing  concerning  the  lawfulness  of 
dered  for  filing  proposed  changes  in  its  said  Proposed  changes,  and  that  the 
presently  effective  rate  schedules  for  above-designated  supplements  be  sus- 
sales  of  natural  gas  subject  to  the  juris-  Pended  and  the  use  thereof  deferred  as 
diction  of  the  Commission.  The  pro-  hereinafter  ordered, 
posed  changes,  which  constitute  in-  (2)  It  is  necessary  and  proper  in  the 
creased  rates  and  charges,  are  contained  Public  interest  m  carrying  out  the  pi  o- 
in  the  following  designated  filings:  V1S10RS  the  Natural  Gas  Act  that  Re¬ 

spondent  s  proposed  increased  rates  be 
ioDeq^Riptl°n:  Notlce  of  change’  dated  July  made  effective  as  hereinafter  provided 

Purchaser:  Arkansas  Louisiana  Gas  Com-  and  that  Respondent  be  required  to  file 
pany  an  undertaking  as  hereinafter  ordered 

Rate  schedule  designation :  Supplement  No.  and  conditioned. 

3  to  Respondent’s  fpc  Gas  Rate  Schedule  The  Commission  orders : 

No.  l.  Supplement  No.  2  to  Respondent’s  (A)  Pursuant  to  the  authority  of  the 
FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule  No.  2.  Supplement  Natural  Gas  Act,  particularly  sections 
Ni°  n  to  Respondent  s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Sched*  4  and  15  thereof,  the  Commission’s  rules 

,  10K0  .  _  . .  „  of  practice  and  procedure,  and  the  regu- 
Effective  date:  August  1,  1958  (effective  ,  .  .r  A.  ,14J 

date  is  the  date  proposed  by  Respondent).  under  the  Natural  Gas  Act  (18 

-  CFR  Ch.  I),  a  public  hearing  be  held 

The  increased  rate (s)  andcharge(s)  so  upon  a  date  to  be  fixed  by  notice  from 
proposed  are  intended  to  reflect  (in  whole  the  Secretary  concerning  the  lawfulness 
or  in  part)  the  additional  “excise,  license,  of  the  proposed  increased  rates  and 
or  privilege  tax”  of  one  cent  per  Mcf  charges  contained  in  the  above-desig- 
levied  by  the  State  of  Louisiana  pursuant  nated  supplements  to  Respondent’s  FPC 
to  Act  No.  8  of  1958  (House  Bill  No.  303) ,  Gas  Rate  Schedules, 
as  approved  on  June  16,  1958,  amending  (B)  Pending  such  hearing  and  deci- 
Title  47  of  the  Louisiana  Revised  Stat-  sion  thereon,  said  supplements  are  each 
utes  of  1950.  The  Commission  is  advised  hereby  suspended  and  the  use  thereof 
that  litigation  is  being  instituted  to  chal-  deferred  until  August  2,  1958,  and  until 
lenge  the  constitutionality  of  the  said  such  further  time  as  each  is  made  effec- 
Act  No.  8  of  1958.  In  consideration  of  tive  in  the  manner  hereinafter  pre- 
this  fact,  and  jn  order  to  assure  appro-  scribed. 

priate  refund  in  the  event  said  Act  No.  8  (C)  The  rate(s)  ,  charge(s),  and  clas- 

of  1958  should  be  declared  unconstitu-  sification(s)  set  forth  in  the  above-des- 
tional  or  otherwise  held  invalid  by  final  jgnated  supplements  to  Respondent’s 
judicial  decision,  it* is  deemed  advisable  fpc  Gas  Rate  Schedules  shall  be  effec- 
to  suspend  the  said  proposed  increased  tive  as  of  August  2,  1958:  Provided, 
rates  and  charges  until  August  2,  1958,  however,  That  within  20  days  from  the 
and  thereafter  to  permit  them  to  become  date  of  this  order,  Respondent  shall  ex¬ 
effective  as  of  that  date:  Provided,  That  ecute  and  file  with  the  Secretary  of  the 


Commission  the  agreement  and  under- 
taking  described  in  paragraph  (E)  below. 

(D)  Respondent  shall  refund  at  such 
times  and  in  such  amounts  to  the  per¬ 
sons  entitled  thereto,  and  in  such  manner 
as  may  be  required  by  final  order  of 
the  Commission,  the  difference  between 
the  presently  effective  rates  and  charges 
and  the  proposed  increased  rates  and 
charges  hereby  allowed  to  become  effec¬ 
tive  in  the  event  the  additional  tax  of 
one  cent  per  Mcf  levied  by  the  State  of 
Louisiana  is  for  any  reason  held  to  be 
invalid.  Should  such  additional  tax 
eventually  be  held  invalid  and  the  State 
of  Louisiana  makes  refund,  with  interest, 
of  the  tax  monies  collected  pursuant  to 
the  said  Act  No.  8  of  1958,  then,  and  in 
that  event,  a  proportionate  part  of  the 
interest  so  received  by  the  Respondent 
herein  shall  be  passed  on  and  paid  to 
the  persons  entitled  thereto  at  such  times 
and  in  such  amounts,  and  in  such  man¬ 
ner  as  may  be  required  by  final  order 
of  the  Commission.  Respondent  shall 
bear  all  costs  of  any  such  refunding; 
shall  keep  accurate  accounts  in  detail  of 
all  amounts  received  by  reason  of  the 
increased  rates  or  charges  allowed  by 
this  order  to  become  effective,  for  each 
billing  period,  specifying  by  whom  and 
in  whose  behalf  such  amounts  were  paid; 
and  shall  report  (original  and  four 
copies),  in  writing  and  under  oath,  to 
the  Commission  quarterly,  or  monthly 
if  Respondent  so  elects,  for  each  billing 
period,  and  for  each  purchaser,  the  bill¬ 
ing  determinants  of  natural  gas  sales 
to  such  purchasers  and  the  revenues 
resulting  therefrom,  as  computed  under 
the  rates  in  effect  immediately  prior  to 
the  date  upon  which  the  increased  rates 
allowed  by  this  order  become  effective, 
and  under  the  rates  allowed  by  this  or¬ 
der  to  become  effective,  together  with 
the  differences  in  the  revenues  so 
computed. 

(E)  As  a  condition  of  this  order, 
within  20  days  from  the  date  of  issuance 
thereof,  Respondent  shall  execute  and 
file  in  triplicate  with  the  Secretary  of 


friday,  August  8,  1958 


FEDERAL  REGISTER 


Description:  Notice  of  Change,  dated  July  Rate  schedule  designation:  Supplement 

7,  1958.  No.  4  to  Respondent’s  PPC  Gas  Rate  Sched- 

Purchaser:  Arkansas  Louisiana  Gas  Com-  ule  No.  1. 

pany.  Effective  date:  August  1,  1958  (effective 

Rate  schedule  designation:  Supplement  No.  date  is  the  date  proposed  by  Respondent). 

4  to  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule  •  __  ,  ,  ,  ,  ....  „ 

No.  ia.  Note:  The  remaining  text  of  this  docu- 

Effective  date:  August  1,  1958  (effective  ment  is  identical  with  that  of  P.  R.  Doc. 
date  is  the  date  proposed  by  Respondent).  58-6178,  supra. 

Note:  The  remaining  text  of  this  doc-  By  the  Commission. 

™™ntis  identical  with  that  of  F.  R.  Doc.  [sEAL]  JosEPH  H  GxrrRJDi:> 

58-6178,  supra.  /  Secretary. 

By  the  Commission.  [f.  R  Doc<  58-disi;  PUed,  Aug.  7,  1958; 

[seal]  Joseph  H.  Gutride,  8:45  a.  m.] 

Secretary.  _ 

[P.  R.  Doc.  58-6179;  Piled,  Aug.  7,  1958; 

8:45  a.  m.]  ,  [Docket  No.  0-15734] 

____  \  McColman  Drilling  Co.,  Inc.,  et  al. 

ORDER  FOR  HEARING,  SUSPENDING  PROPOSED 
[Docket  No.  G-15686]  CHANGE  IN  RATE,  AND  ALLOWING  IN- 

Cuban  American  Oil  Co.  et  al.  creased  rate  to  become  effective 

v  July  31, 1958. 

ORDER  FOR  HEARING,  SUSPENDING  PROPOSED  _  ’ 

CHANGE  IN  RATE,  and  allowino  in-  McColman  Drilling  Company  Lie  ,  et 
creased  rate  to  become  effective  ^  (Respondent)  on  July  7,  1958,  ten¬ 

dered  for  filing  a  proposed  change  in  its 
July  31, 1958.  presently  effective  r%te  schedule  for  the 
Cuban  American  Oil  Company  (Op-  sale  of  natural  gas  Subject  to  the  juris- 
erator)  et  al.  (Respondent)  on  July  11,'  diction  of  the  Commission.  The  pro- 
1958,  tendered  for  filing  a  proposed  posed  change,  which  constitutes  an  in¬ 
change  in  its  presently  effective  rate  creased  rate  and  charge,  is  contained  in 
schedule  for  sales  of  natural  gas  subject  the  following  designated  filing: 
to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Commission.  Description:  Notice  of  Change,  dated  June 
The  proposed  change,  which  constitutes  28, 1958. 

an  increased  rate  and  charge,  is,  con-  Purchaser:  Arkansas  Louisiana  Gas  Com- 

tained  in  the  following  designated  filing:  pany.  , 

Rate  schedule  designation:  Supplement 
Description:  Notice  of  Change,  dated  July  no.  2  to  Respondent’s  PPC  Gas  Rate  Sched- 

8,  1958.  ule  no.  1. 

Purchaser:  Mississippi  River  Fuel  Corpora-  Effective  date:  August  1.  1958  (effective 

ti°n-  date  is  the  date  proposed  by  Respondent). 

Rate  schedule  designation:  Supplement  No. 

8  to  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule  Note  :  The  remaining  text  of  this  docu- 
No.  l.  ment  is  identical  with  that  of  P.  R.  Doc. 

Effective  date:  August  1,  1958  (effective  58-6178,  supra. 
date  is  the  date  proposed  by  Respondent) . 

By  the  Commission. 

Note:  The  remaining  text  of  this  docu-  r  „  _  _ 

ment  is  identical  with  that  of  P.  R.  Doc.  [seal]  Joseph  H.  Gutride, 

58-6178,  supra.  ,  Secretary. 

By  the  Commission.  •  tF-  R-  ***■  5%614862;a  ™e,d'  Aue'  7-  1958: 


jujs  commission  its  written  agreement 
2  undertaking  to  comply  with  the 
JLjs  of  paragraph  (D)  hereof,  signed 
h»  a  responsible  officer  of  the  corpora- 
evidenced  by  proper  authority  from 
the  board  of  directors,  and  accompanied 
by  a  certificate  showing  service  of  copies 
thereof  upon  all  purchasers  under  the 
nte  schedule  involved,  as  follows: 

Agreement  and  Undertaking  of - - 

to  Comply  with  the  Terms  and  Conditions 
0{  paragraph  (D)  of  Federal  Power  Commis¬ 
sion’s  Order  Making  Effective  Proposed  Rate 
changes.  V 

In  conformity  with  the  requirements  of  the 
order  issued _ _  in  Docket  No.  G- _ _ 

_ hereby  agrees  and  undertakes  to 

comply  with  the  terms  and  conditions  of 
paragraph  (D)  of  said  order,  and  has  caused 
this  agreement  and  undertaking  to  be  exe- 
wted  and  sealed  in  its  name  by  its  officers, 
thereupon  duly  authorized  in  accordance 
trith  the  terms  of  the  resolution  of  its  board 
of  directors,  a  certified  copy  of  which  is 
umended  hereto  this  - - day  of - - 


(Secretary) 

Unless  Respondent  is  advised  to  the  con¬ 
trary  within  15  days  after  the  date  of 
filing  such  agreement  and  undertaking, 
the  agreement  and  undertaking  shall  be 
deemed  to  have  been  accepted. 

(P)  If  Respondent  shall,  in  conformity 
with  the  terms  and  conditions  of  para¬ 
graph  (D)  of  this  order,  make  the  re¬ 
funds  as  may  be  required  by  order  of 
.the  Commission,  .the  undertaking  shall 
be  discharged ;  otherwise,  it  shall  remain 
in  full  force  and  effect. 

(G)  Neither  the  supplements  hereby 
suspended  nor  the  rate  schedules  sought 
to  be  altered  thereby  shall  be  changed 
until  the  period  of  suspension  has  ex¬ 
pired,  unless  otherwise  ordered  by  the 
Commission. 

(H)  Interested  State  commissions 
may  participate  as  provided  by  §§1.8 
and  1.37  (f)  of  the  Commission’s  rules 
of  practice  and  procedure  (18  CFR  1.8 
and  07  (f ) ) . 

By  the  Commission. 

[seal]  Joseph  H.  Gutride, 

Secretary. 

[P.  R.  Doc.  58-6178;  Filed.  Aug.  7,  1958; 

8:45  a.  m.l 


[Docket  No.  G-15753] 

/  \ 

Maracaibo  Oil  Exploration  Corp.  et  al. 

ORDER  FOR  HEARING,  SUSPENDING  PROPOSED 
CHANGE  IN  RATE,  AND  ALLOWING  IN¬ 
CREASED  RATE  TO  BECOME  EFFECTIVE 

JULY  31, 1958. 

Maracaibo  Oil  Exploration  Corpora¬ 
tion  (Operator)  et  al.  (Respondent)  on 
July  10,  1958,  tendered  for  filing  a  pro¬ 
posed  change  in  its  presently  effective 
rate  schedule  for  sales  of  natural  gas  sub¬ 
ject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Commis¬ 
sion.  The  proposed  change,  which 
filing  a  proposed  change  in  its  presently  constitutes  an  increased  rate  and  charge, 
effective  rate  schedule  for  sales  of  natu-  is  contained  in  the  following  designated 
ral  gas  subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  filing: 

Commission.  The  proposed  change.  Description:  Ncticfe  of  Change,  undated, 
which  constitutes  an  increased  rate  and  Purchaser :  Transcontinental  Gas  Pipe  Line 
charge,  is  contained  in  the  following  des-  Corporation. 

ienated  flline-  Rate  schedule  designation:  Supplement 

6  ^  *  No.  17  to  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Sched- 

Description:  Notice  of  Change,  undated.  ule  No.  1. 

Purchaser:  Arkansas  Louisiana  Gas  Com-  Effective  jdate:  August  1,  1958  (effective 
pany.  •  date  is  the  date  proposed  by  Respondent). 


[Docket  No.  G-15728[ 

J.  R.  Butler  and  Co.  et  al. 


ORDER  FOR  HEARING,  SUSPENDING  PROPOSED 
CHANGE  IN  RATE,  AND  ALLOWING  IN¬ 
CREASED  RATE  TO  BECOME  EFFECTIVE 


NOTICES 


Effective  Date:  August  1,  1958  (effectl 
date  is  the  date  proposed  by  Respondent) 

Note:  The  remaining  text  of  this  doc 
ument  is  identical  with  that  of  F;  R  tv," 
58-6178,  supra..  '  *** 

By  the  Commission. 

[seal]  Joseph  H.  Gutride,  '  * 

•  Secretary. 

[P.  R.  Doc.  58-6187;  Piled,  Aug.  7  iom. 

8:46  a.  m.]  '  8* 


By  the  Commission. 

[seal]  Joseph  H.  Gtjtride, 

Secretary . 

[P.  R.  Doc.  58-6185;  Piled,  Aug.  7,  1958; 
8:46  a.  m.] 


Note:  The  remaining  text  of  this  docu¬ 
ment  is  identical  with  that  of  F.  R.  Doc, 
58-6178,  supra. 

By  the  Commission. 

[seal]  Joseph  H.  Gtjtride, 

Secretary. 

[P.  R.  Doc.  58-6183;  Piled,  Aug.  7,  1958; 
.8:46  a.  m.] 


[Docket  No.  G-l 57681 
Sun  Oil  Co.  et  al. 

ORDER  FOR  HEARING,  SUSPENDING  PROPOSED 
CHANGE  IN  RATE,  AND  ALLOWING  IN¬ 
CREASED  RATE  TO  BECOME  EFFECTIVE 

July  31.  1958. 

Sun  Oil  Company  (Operator)  et  al. 
(Respondent)  on  July  1,  1958,  tendered 
for  filing  a  proposed  change  in  its  pres¬ 
ently  effective  rate  schedule  for  sales  of 
natural  gas  subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  Commission.  The  proposed  change, 
which  constitutes  an  increased  rate  and 
charge,  is  contained  in  the  following 
designated  filing: 

Description:  Notice  of  Change,  dated  June 
24,  1958. 

Purchaser:  Transcontinental  Gas  Pipe 
Line  Corporation. 

Rate  schedule  designation:  Supplement 
No.  19  to  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Sched¬ 
ule  No.  44. 

Effective  date:  August  1,  1958  (effective 
date  is  the  date  proposed  by  Respondent). 

Note:  The  remaining  text  of  this  doc¬ 
ument  is  identical  with  that  of  F.  R.  Doc. 
58-6178,  supra. 

By  the  Commission. 

[seal]  Joseph  H.  Gtjtride, 

Secretary. 

[F.  R.  Doc.  58-6186;  Piled,  Aug.  7,  1958; 
8:46  a.  m.] 


[Docket  No.  G-15757] 

Hunter  Co.,  Inc.,  et  al. 

ORDER  FOR  HEARING,  SUSPENDING  PROPOSED 
CHANGE  IN  RATE,  AND  ALLOWING  IN¬ 
CREASED  RATE  TO  BECOME  EFFECTIVE 

July  31,  1958. 

The  Hunter  Company,  Inc.  (Operator) 
et  al.  (Respondent)  on  July  14, 1958,  ten¬ 
dered  for  filing  a  proposed  change  in  its 
presently  effective  rate  schedule  for  sales 
of  natural  gas  subject  to  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  Commission.  The  proposed 
change,  which  constitutes  an  increased 
rate  and  charge,  is  contained  in  the  fol¬ 
lowing  designated  filing: 

Description:  Notice  of  Change,  dated  July 
11,  1958. 

Purchaser:  United  Gas  Pipe  Line  Company. 
Rate  schedule  designation :  Supplement  No. 
6  to  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule 
No.  6. 

Effective  date:  August  1,  1958  (effective 
date  is  the  date  proposed  by  Respondent). 

Note:  The  remaining  text  of  this  docu¬ 
ment  is  identical  with  that  of  F.  R.  Doc. 
58-6178,  supra. 

By  the  Commission. 

[seal]  Joseph  H.  Gutride, 

Secretary. 

[P.  R.  Doc.  58-6184;  Piled,  Aug.  7,  1958; 
8:46  a.  m.] 


[Docket  No.  G-15770] 

Trice  Production  Co.  et  al. 

ORDER  FOR  HEARING,  SUSPENDING  PROPOSE 
CHANGE  IN  RATE,  AND  ALLOWING  IN. 
CREASED  RATE  TO  BECOME  EFFECTIVE 

July  31,  1958. 

Trice  Production  Company  (Operator) 
et  al.  (Respondent) ,  on  July  21,  1958, 
tendered  for  filing  a  proposed  change  in 
its  presently  effective  rate  schedule  f or 
sales  of  natural  gas  subject  to  the  juris¬ 
diction  of  the  Commission.  The  pro¬ 
posed  change,  which  constitutes  an  in¬ 
creased  rate  and  charge,  is  contained  in 
the  following  designated  filing: 

Description :  Notice  of  Chang^,  dated  July 
17,  1958. 

Purchaser:  American  Louisiana  Pipe  Lin* 
Company. 

Rate  schedule  designation:  Supplement  No. 
10  to  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule 
No.  4. 

Effective  date:  August  1,  1958  (effective 
date  is  the  date  proposed  by  Respondent). 

Note  :  The  remaining  text  of  this  docu¬ 
ment  is  identical  with  that  of  F.  R.  Doc. 
58-6178,  supra. 

By  the  Commission. 

[seal]  Joseph  H.  Gutride, 

Secretary. 

[P.  R.  Doc.  58-6188;  Piled,  Aug.  7.  1958; 
8:46  a.  m.] 


[Docket  No.  G-15769] 

[Docket  No.  G-15759]  LYONS  &  LOGAN  ET  AL. 

W.  C.  FEAZEL  ET  AL.  ORDER  FOR  HEARING,  SUSPENDING  PROPOSED 

ORDER  FOR  HEARING,  SUSPENDING  PROPOSED  CHANGES  IN  RATES,  AND  ALLOWING  IN¬ 
CHANGE  IN  RATE,  AND  ALLOWING  IN-  CREASED  RATES  TO  BECOME  EFFECTIVE 
CREASED  RATE  TO  BECOME  EFFECTIVE  _ 

July  31,  1958. 

July  31,  1958.  Lyons  &  Logan  (Operator)  et  al.  (Re- 
W.  C.  Feazel  (Operator)  et  al.  (Re-  spondent)  on  July  21, 1958,  tendered  for 
spondent)  on  July  15,  1958,  tendered  for  filing  proposed  changes  in  its  presently 
filing  a  proposed  change  in  its  presently  effective  rate  schedules  for  sales  of  nat- 
effective  rate  schedule  for  the  sale  of  nat-  ural  gas  subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of 
ural  gas  subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Commission.  The  proposed  changes, 
the  Commission.  The  proposed  change,  which  constitute  increased  rates  and 
which  constitutes  an  increased  rate  and  charges,  are  contained  in  the  following 
charge,  is  contained  in  the  following  designated  filing: 

designated  filing:  Description:  (l)  Notice  of  Change,  July 

Description:  Notice  of  Change,  undated.  15,  1958,  (2)  Notice  of  Change,  July  16,  1958, 
Purchaser:  Texas  Eastern  Transmission  (3)  Notice  of  Change,  July  14,  1958. 
Corporation.  Purchasers:  (1)  Texas  Gas  Transmission 

Rate  schedule  designation :  Supplement  No.  Corporation,  (2)  Arkansas  Louisiana  Gas 
4  to  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule  'Company,  (3)  United  Gas  Pipe  Line  Com- 
No.  3.  pany. 

Effective  date:  August  1,  1958  (effective  Rate  schedule  designation:  (1)  Supple- 
date  is  the  date  proposed  by  Respondent).  ment  No.  1  to  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate 
-T  .  .  .  .....  .  Schedule  No.  4.  (2)  Supplement  No.  2  to 

Note  .  The  remaining  text  of  thisdocu-  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule  No.  5. 
ment  is  identical  with  that  of  F.  R.  Doc.  (3)  Supplement  No.  l  to  Respondent’s  FPC 
58-6178,  supra.  Gas  Rate  Schedule  No.  8. 


St  ■  *'  .  '•  \ 

fxiday,  August  8 ,  1958 

worn:  The  remaining  text  of  this  docu¬ 
ment  is  identical  with  that  of  P.  R.  Doc. 
$8-6178,  supra. 

By  the  Commission. 

(seal!  Joseph  H.  Gutride, 

1  Secretary. 

r*  R  Doc.  58-6189;  Piled,  Aug.  7,  1958; 
>r‘  8:46  a.  m.] 


[Docket  No.  G— 15637 J 
Hakoldson  L.  Hunt,  Jr.,  Trust  Estate 

order  for  hearing,  suspending  proposed 

change  in  rate,  and  allowing  in¬ 
creased  RATE  TO  BECOME  EFFECTIVE 

July  31,  1958. 

Haroldson  L.  Hunt,  Jr.,  Trust  Estate 
(Respondent)  on  July  3,  1958,  tendered 
for  fii^g  a  proposed  change  in  its  pres¬ 
ently  effective  rate  schedule  for  sales  of 
natural  gas  subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  Commission.  The  proposed  change, 
which  constitutes  an  increased  rate  and 
charge,  is  contained  in  the  following 
designated  filing: 

Description:  Notice  of  Change,  undated. 

Purchaser:  Arkansas  Louisiana  Gas  Com¬ 
pany. 

Rate  schedule  designation:  Supplement 
No.  9  to  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule 
No.  L 

Effective  date:  August  1,  1958  (effective 
date  is  the  date  proposed  by  Respondent). 

Note:  The  remaining  text  of  this  doc¬ 
ument  is  identical  with  that  of  P.  R.  Doc. 
58-6178,  supra. 

By  the  Commission. 

[seal]  Joseph  H.  Gutride, 

Secretary. 

[P.  R.  Doc.  58-6190;  Piled.  Aug.  7,  1958; 

8:46  a.  m.] 


[Docket  No.  G-15646J 
Arkansas  Fuel  Oil  Corp, 

ORDER  FOR  HEARING,  SUSPENDING  PROPOSED 

CHANGES  IN  RATES,  AND  ALLOWING  IN¬ 
CREASED  RATES  TO  BECOME  EFFECTIVE 

July  31,  1958. 

Arkansas  Fuel  Oil  Corporation  (Re¬ 
spondent)  on  June  27,  1958,  tendered  for 
filing  proposed  changes  in  its  presently 
effective  rate  schedules  for  saleo  of  natu¬ 
ral  gas  subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Commission.  The  proposed  changes, 
which  constitute  increased  rates  and 
charges,  are  contained  in  the  following 
designated  filings: 

Description :  Notices  of  Change,  dated  June 
23, 1958. 

Purchaser:  (1)  and  (2)  United  Gas  Pipe 
Line  Company,  (3)  United  Fuel  Gas  Com¬ 
pany. 

Bate  schedule  designation:  (1)  Supplement 
4  to  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Sched¬ 
ule  No.  2.  (2)  Supplement  No.  6  to  Respond¬ 
ent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule  No.  13.  (3) 

Supplement  No.  5  to  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas 
Sate  Schedule  No.  49. 

Effective  date:  August  1,  1958  (effective 
date  Is  the  date  proposed  by  Respondent) . 


FEDERAL  REGISTER  . 

Note  :  The  remaining  text  of  this  docu¬ 
ment  is  identical  with  that  of  F.  R.  Doc. 
58-6178,  supra. 

By  the  Commission. 

[seal]  Joseph  H.  Gutride, 

Secretary. 

[F.  R.  Doc.  58-6191;  Filed.  Aug.  7,  1958; 
8:46  a.  m.] 


[Docket  No.  G-15640] 

Frank  J.  Hall  et  al. 

ORDER  FOR  HEARING,  SUSPENDING  PROPOSED 

CHANGE  IN  RATE,  AND  ALLOWING  INCREASED 

RATE  TO  BECOME  EFFECTIVE 

JULY  31,  1958. 

Frank  J.  Hall  (Operator)  et  al.  (Re¬ 
spondent)  on  July  7,  1958,  tendered  for 
filing  a  proposed  change  in  his  presently 
effective  rate  schedule  for  sales ,  of 
natural  gas  subject  to  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  Commission.  The  proposed 
change,  which  constitutes  an  increased 
rate  and  charge,  is  contained  in  the  fol¬ 
lowing  designated  filing: 

Description:  Notice  of  Change,  dated  July 
3,  1958. 

Purchaser:  Arkansas  Louisiana  Gas  Com¬ 
pany. 

Rate  schedule  designation:  Supplement 
‘No.  1  to  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule 
No.  1. 

Effective  date:  August  1,  1958  (effective 
date  is  the  date  proposed  by  Respondent) . 

Note:  The  remaining  text  of  this  docu¬ 
ment  is  identical  with  that  of  F.  R.  Doc. 
58-6178,  supra. 

By  the  Commission. 

[seal!  Joseph  H.  Gutride, 

Secretary. 

[F.  R.  Doc.  58-6192;  Filed,  Aug.  7,  1958; 

8:46  a.  m.J  i 


[Docket  No.  G-15677] 

General  American  Oil  Co.  of  Texas 

ORDER  FOR  HEARING,  SUSPENDING  PROPOSED 

CHANGE  IN  RATE,  AND  ALLOWING  IN¬ 
CREASED  RATE  TO  BECOME  EFFECTIVE 

'  .  .  \  JULY  31,  1958. 

General  American  Oil  Company  of 
Texas  (Respondent)  on  July  14,  1958, 
tendered  for  filing  a  proposed  change  in 
its  presently  effective  rate  schedule  for 
sales  of  natural  gas  subject  to  the  juris¬ 
diction  of  the  Commission.  The  proposed 
change,  which  constitutes  an  increased 
rate  and  charge,  is  contained  in  the  fol¬ 
lowing  designated  filing: 

Description:  Notice  of  Change,  dated  July 
7,  1958. 

Purchaser:  Arkansas  Louisiana  Gas  Com¬ 
pany. 

Rate  schedule  designation:  Supplement 
No.  4  to  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule 
No.  3. 

Effective  date:  August  1,  1958  (effective 
date  is  the  date  proposed  by  Respondent). 

Note  :  The  remaining  text  of  this  doc¬ 
ument  is  identical  with  that  of  F.  R.  Doc. 
58-6178,  supra. 


6063 

By  the  Commission. 

[seal]  Joseph  H.  Gutride, 

Secretary. 

[P.  R.  Doc.  58-6193;  Filed,  Aug.  7.  1968; 
8:46  a.  m.] 


[Docket  No.  G— 15639] 

H.  W.  PERRITT 

ORDER  FOR  HEARING;  SUSPENDING  PROPOSED 
CHANGE  IN  RATE,  AND  ALLOWING  IN¬ 
CREASED  RATE  TO  BECOME  EFFECTIVE 

July  31, 1958. 

H.  W.  Perritt  (Respondent)  on  July  7, 
1958,  tendered  for  filing  a  proposed 
change  in  his  presently  effective  rate 
schedule  for  sales  of  natural  gas  subject 
to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Commission. 
The  proposed  change,  which  constitutes 
an  increased  rate  and  charge,  is  con¬ 
tained  in  the  following  designated  filing: 

Description:  Notice  of  Change,  dated  July 
8. 1958. 

Purchaser :  United  Gas  Pipe  Line  Company. 
Rate  schedule  designation :  Supplement  No. 
7  to  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule 

No.  6. 

Effecetive  date:  August  1,  1958  (effective 
date  Is  the  date  proposed  by  Respondent) . 

Note:  The  remaining  text  of  this  docu¬ 
ment  is  identical  with  that  of  F.  R.  Doc, 
58-6178,  supra. 

By  the  Commission. 

[seal]  Joseph  H.  Gutride, 

Secretary. 

[F.  R.  Doc.  68-6194:  Filed,  Aug.  7,  1958; 
8:46  a.  m.] 


v  [Docket  No.  G-15661] 

Union  Producing  Co. 

ORDER  FOR  HEARING,  SUSPENDING  PROPOSED 

CHANGES  IN  RATES,  AND  ALLOWING  IN¬ 
CREASED  RATES  TO  BECOME  EFFECTIVE 

July  31,  1958. 

Union  Producing  Company  (Respond¬ 
ent)  on  June  30, 1958,  tendered  for  filing 
proposed  changes  in  its  presently  effec¬ 
tive  rate  schedules  for  sales  of  natural 
gas  subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Commission.  The  proposed  changes, 
which  constitute  increased  rates  and 
charges,  are  contained  in  the  following 
designated  filings: 

Description:  Notices  of  Change,  dated  June 
30,  1958. 

Purchasers:  (1)  Frank  S.  Kelly  et  al.,  (2, 
3,  4,  7  and  8)  United  Gas  Pipe  Line  Company, 
(5)  Southern  Natural  Gas  Company,  (6) 
Arkansas  Louisiana  Gas  Company. 

Rate  sohedule  designation:  1.  Supplement 
No.  4  to  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Sched¬ 
ule  No.  72.  2.  Supplement  No.  2  to  Respond¬ 
ent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule  No.  215.  3.  Sup¬ 
plement  No.  2  to  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate 
Schedule  No.  216.  4.  Supplement  No.  2  to 
Respondent's  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule  No.  218. 
5.  Supplement  No.  5  to  Respondents  FPC 
Gas  Rate  Schedule  No.  90.  6.  Supplement 

No.  4  to  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule 
No.  219.  7.  Supplement  No.  1  to  Respondent’s 
FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule  No.  223.  8.  Supple¬ 
ment  No.  1  to  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate 
Schedule  No.  225. 
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KOTICES 


i 


Effective  date:  August  1,  1958  (effective 
date  is  the  date  proposed  by  Respondent). 

Note  :  The  remaining  text  of  this  docu¬ 
ment  is  identical  with  that  of  F.  R.  Doc. 
58-6178,  supra. 

By  the  Commission. 

[seal]  Joseph  H.  Gutride, 

Secretary. 

[P.  R.  Doc.  58-6195;  Filed,  Aug.  7,  1958; 
8:46  a.  m.] 


[Docket  No.  G-15672J 
Sam  Sklar 

ORDER  FOR  HEARING,  SUSPENDING  PROPOSED 
CHANGE  IN  RATE,  AND  ALLOWING  IN¬ 
CREASED  RATE  TO  BECOME  EFFECTIVE 

July  31,  1958. 

Sam  Sklar  (Respondent)  on  July  10, 
1958,  tendered  for  filing  a  proposed 
change  in  his  presently  effective  rate 
schedule  for  sales  of  natural  gas  subject 
to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Commission. 
The  proposed  change,  which  constitutes 
an  increased  rate  and  charge,  is  con¬ 
tained  in  the  following  designated  filing: 

Description:.  Notice  of  Change,  dated  July 
8,  1958. 

Purchaser:  Arkansas  Louisiana  Gas  Com¬ 
pany. 

Rate  schedule  designation :  Supplement  No. 
1  to  Respondent’s  PPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule 
No.  3. 

Effective  date:  August  1,  1958  (effective 
date  is  the  date  proposed  by  Respondent). 

Note  :  The  remaining  text  of  this  docu¬ 
ment  is  identical  with  that  of  F.  R.  Doc. 
58-6178,  supra. 

By  the  Commission. 

[seal]  ,  Joseph  H.  Gutride, 

Secretary . 

[P.  R.  Doc.  58-6196;  Piled,  Aug.  7,  1958; 
8:46  a.  m.] 


[Docket  No.  G-15684] 

Sam  Sklar,  Trustee 

ORDER  FOR  HEARING,  SUSPENDING  PROPOSED 

CHANGE  IN  RATE,  AND  ALLOWING  IN¬ 
CREASED  RATE  TO  BECOME  EFFECTIVE 

July  31,  1958. 

Sam  Sklar,  Trustee  (Respondent)  on 
July  14,  1958,  tendered  for  filing  a  pro¬ 
posed  change  in  its  presently  effective 
rate  schedule  for  sales  of  natural  gas 
subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Commis¬ 
sion.  The  proposed  change,  which  con¬ 
stitutes  an  increased  rate  and  charge,  is 
contained  in  the  following  designated 
filing: 

Description:  Notice  of  Change,  undated. 

Purchaser:  Southern  Natural  Gas  Com¬ 
pany. 

Rate  schedule  designation:  Supplement 
No.  1  to  Respondent’s  PPC  Gas  Rate  Sched¬ 
ule  No.  2. 

Effective  date:  August  1,  1958  (effective 
date  is  the  date  proposed  by  Respondent). 

Note:  The  remaining  text  of  this  docu¬ 
ment  is  identical  with  that  of  F.  R.  Doc. 
58-6178,  supra. 


By  the  Commission. 

[seal]  Joseph  H.  Gutride, 

Secretary. 

[F.  R.  Doc.  58-6197;  Filed,  Aug.  7,  1958; 
8:46  a.  m.J 


[Docket  No.  G-15685] 

Willard  E.  Walker 

ORDER  FOR  HEARING,  SUSPENDING  PROPOSED 

CHANGE  IN  RATE,  AND  ALLOWING  IN¬ 
CREASED  RATE  TO  BECOME  EFFECTIVE 

July  31,  1958. 

Willard  E.  Walker  (Respondent)  on 
July  11,  1958,  tendered  for  filing  a  pro¬ 
posed  change  in  its  presently  effective 
rate  schedule  for  sales  of  natural  gas 
subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Com¬ 
mission.  The  proposed  change,  which 
constitutes  an  increased  rate  and  charge, 
is  contained  in  the  following  designated 
filing: 

Description:  Notice  of  Change,  dated  July 
2,  1958. 

Purchaser:  Transcontinental  Gas  Pipe  Line 
Corporation. 

Rate  schedule  designation:  Supplement 
No.  1  to  Respondent’s  PPC  Gas  Rate  Sched¬ 
ule  No.  1. 

Effective  date:  August  1,  1958  (effective 
date  is  the  date  proposed  by  Respondent). 

Note  :  The  remaining  text  of  this  docu¬ 
ment  is  identical  with  that  of  F.  R.  Doc. 
58-6178,  supra. 

By  the  Commission. 

f seal]  Joseph  H.  Gutride, 

Secretary. 

[F.  R.  Doc.  58-6198;  Filed,  Aug.  7,  1958; 

8:46  a.  m.J 


[Docket  No.  G-15723] 

Magnolia  Petroleum  Co. 

ORDER  FOR  HEARING,  SUSPENDING  PROPOSED 

CHANGES  IN  RATES,  AND  ALLOWING  IN¬ 
CREASED  RATES  TO  BECOME  EFFECTIVE 

July  31, 1958. 

The  Magnolia  Petroleum  Company 
(Respondent)  on  July  1,  1958,  tendered 
for  filing  proposed  changes  in  its  pres¬ 
ently  effective  rate  schedules  for  sales 
of  natural  gas  subject  to  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  Commission.  The  proposed 
changes,  which  constitute  increased 
rates  and  charges,  are  contained  in  the 
following  designated  filings: 

Description:  Notices  of  Change,  undated. 

Purchasers:  (1  and  2)  United  Fuel  Gas 
Company,  (3)  Texas  Eastern  Transmission 
Corporation,  (4)  Transcontinental  Gas  Pipe 
Line  Corporation,  (5)  United  Gas  Pipe  Line 
Company,  (6)  Texas  Gas  Transmission  Cor¬ 
poration,  (7)  United  Fuel  Gas  Company,  (8) 
Tepsas  Gas  Gathering  Corporation,  (9) 
Trunkline  Gas  Company,  (10)  Arkansas 
Louisiana  Gas  Company,  (11  and  12)  United 
Gas  Pipe  Line  Company,  (13  and  14)  Hassle 
Hunt  Trust. 

Rate  schedule  designations:  (1)  Supple¬ 
ment  No.  6  to  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate 
Schedule  No.  1.  (2)  Supplement  No.  5  to  Re¬ 

spondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule  No.  2. 
(3)  Supplement  No.  11  to  Respondent’s  FPC 


Gas  Rate  Schedule  No.  82.  (4)  Sunnier*  * 
No.  21  to  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate 
ule  No.  16.  (5)  Supplement  No.  8  to  a 
spondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule  Ka.  u 
(6)  Supplement  No.  3  to  Respondent’.,  dlL* 
Gas  Rate  Schedule  No.  127.  (7)  Sunnlem^ 
No.  1  to  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate 
ule  No.  141.  (8)  Supplement  No.  l  to 

spondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule  No  uV 
(9)  Supplement  No.  1  to  Respondent’s  pS 
Gas  Rate  Schedule  No.  159.  (10) 
ment  No.  5  to  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas ‘nit’ 
Schedule  No.  70.  (11)  Supplement  No 
Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule 
112.  (12)  Supplement  Nos.  11^  and  12  to  Re' 
spondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule  No  fio 
(13)  Supplement  Nos.  6  and  7  .to  Resnond 
ent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule  No.  150  (iT 
Supplement  Nos.  6  and  7  to  Respondent’, 
FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule  No.  152.  1 

Effective  date:  August  1,  1958  (effective 
date  is  the  date  proposed  by  Respondent). 

Note  :  The  remaining  text  of  this  docu¬ 
ment  is  identical  with  that  of  F  R  rw 
58-6178,  supra. 

By  the  Commission. 

[seal]  Joseph  H.  Gutridi, 

Secretary. 

[F.  R.  Doc.  58-6199;  Filed,  Aug.  7  1950. 

8:46  a.  m.] 


[Docket  No.  G-15727] 

Hunter  Company,  Inc. 
order  for  hearing,  suspending  proposed 

CHANGES  IN  RATES,  AND  ALLOWING  W- 

CREASED  RATES  TO  BECOME  EFFECTIV1 

July  31, 1958. 

The  Hunter  Company,  Inc.  (Respond¬ 
ent)  on  July  14,  1958,  tendered  for  filing 
proposed  changes  in  its  presently  effec¬ 
tive  rate  schedules  for  sales  of  natural 
gas  subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Commission.  The  proposed  changes, 
which  constitute  increased  rates  and 
charges,  are  contained  in  the  following 
designated  filings: 

Description:  Notices  of  Change,  dated 
July  11, 1958. 

Purchasers:  (1  and  4)  Southern  Natural 
Gas  Company,  (2  and  6)  United  Gas  Pipe 
Line  Company,  (3  and  5)  Arkansas  Louisiana 
Gas  Company. 

Rate  schedule  designation:  (1)  Supple¬ 
ment  No.  3  to  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate 
Schedule  No.  1.  (2)  Supplement  No.  8  to 

Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule  No.  7. 
(3)  Supplement  No.  7  to  Respondent’s  FPC 
Gas  Rate  Schedule  No.  9.  (4)  Supplement 

No.  5  to  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule 
No.  10.  (5)  Supplement  No.  3  to  Respond¬ 

ent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule  No.  12.  (8) 
Supplement  No.  2  to  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas 
Rate  Schedule  No.  13. 

Effective  date:  August  1,  1958  (effective 
date  is  the  date  proposed  by  Respondent). 

Note  :  The  remaining  text  of  this  docu¬ 
ment  is  identical  with  that  of  F.  R.  Doc. 
58-6178,  supra. 

By  the  Commission. 

[seal]  Joseph  H.  Gutridn, 

Secretary. 

[F.  R.  Doc.  58-6200;  Filed,  Aug.  7,  1958; 

8:46  a.  m  ] 


Friday,  August  8 ,  1958 

[Docket  No.  G-15729] 

Texas  Gulf  Producing  Co. 

»der  for  hearing,  suspending  proposed 

changes  in  rates,  and  allowing  IN¬ 
CREASED  RATES  TO  BECOME  EFFECTIVE 

July  31, 1958. 

Tpxas  Gulf  Producing  Company  (Re- 
-oondent)  on  July  16,  17,  and  21,  1958 
tendered  for  filing  proposed  changes  in 
£  presently  effective  rate  schedules  for 
sales  of  natural  gas  subject  to  the  juris¬ 
diction  of  the  Commission. »  The  pro- 
oosed  changes,  which  constitute  in¬ 
creased  rates  and  charges,  are  contained 
In  the  following  designated  filings: 

Description:  Notices  of  Changes,  dated 
July  14, 15  and  16, 1958. 

Purchasers:  (1)  United  Gas  Pipe  Line 
Company,  (2)  Transcontinental  Gas  Pipe* 
Line  Corporation ,  (3  and  5)  United  Gas  Pipe 
Line  Company,  (4)  Trunkline  Gas  Company. 

Rate  schedule  designation:  (1)  Supple¬ 
ment  No.  1  to  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate 
Schedule  No.  25.  (2)  Supplement  No.  1  to 

Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule  No.  26. 
(3)  Supplement  No.  5  to  Respondent’s  FPC 
Gas  Rate  Schedule  No.  5.  (4)  Supplement 

No.  1  to  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule 
No.  28.  (5)  Supplement  No.  4  to  Respond¬ 
ent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule  No.  14. 

Effective  date;  August  1,  1958  (effective 
date  is  the  date  proposed  by  Respondent). 

Note:  The  remaining  text  of  this  docu¬ 
ment  is  identical  with  that  of  F.  R.  Doc. 
58-6178,  supra. 

By  the  Commission. 

[seal]  Joseph  H.  Gutride, 

Secretary. 

[P.  R.  Doc.  58-6201;  Filed,  Aug.  7,  1958; 

8:47  a.  m.] 


[Docket  No.  G-15731J 
Robert  Mosbacher 

ORDER  FOR  HEARING,  SUSPENDING  PROPOSED 
CHANGE  IN  RATE,  AND  ALLOWING  INCREASED 
RATE  TO  BECOME  EFFECTIVE  ' 

July  31, 1958. 

Robert  Mosbacher  (Respondent)  on 
June  30,  1958,  tendered  for  filing  a  pro¬ 
posed  change  in  its  presently  effective 
rate  schedule  for  sales  of  natural  gas  sub¬ 
ject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Commis¬ 
sion.  The  proposed  change,  which 
constitutes  an  increased  rate  and  charge, 
is  contained  in  the  following  designated 

filing; 

Description:  Notice  of  Change,  dated  June 

38, 1958. 

Purchaser:  United  Fuel  Gas  Company. 

Rate  schedule  designation:  Supplement 
No.  2  to  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule 
No.  10. 

Effective  date:  August  1,  1958  (effective 
date  is  the  date  proposed  by  Respondent) . 

Note;  The  remaining  text  of  this 
document  is  identical  with  that  of  F.  R. 
Doc.  58-6178,  supra. 

By  the  Commission. 

[seal]  Joseph  H.  Gutride, 

L  V  Secretary. 

[F.  R.  Doc.  58-6202;  Filed,  Aug.  7.  1958; 
8:47  a.  m.[ 


FEDERAL  REGISTER 

[Docket  No.  0-15735] 

Lee  Kinnebrew  et  al. 

ORDER  FOR  HEARING,  SUSPENDING  PROPOSED 
CHANGE  IN  RATE,  AND  ALLOWING  INCREASED 
RATE  TO  BECOME  EFFECTIVE 

July  31, 1958. 

Lee  Kinnebrew  et  al.  (Respondent)  on 
July  1,  1958,  tendered  for  filing  a  pro¬ 
posed  change  in  his  presently  effective 
rate  schedule  for  the  sale  of  natural  gas 
subject  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Com¬ 
mission.  The  proposed  change,  which 
constitutes  an  increased  rate  and  charge, 
is  contained  in  the  following  designated 
filing: 

Description:  Notice  of  Change,  dated  June 

30, 1958. 

Purchaser:  Texas  Eastern  Transmission 
Corporation.  * 

Rate  schedule  designation:  Supplement 
No.  1  to  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate 
Schedule  No.  1. 

Effective  date:  August  1,  1958  (effective 
date  is  the  date  proposed  by  Respondent) . 

Note:  The  remaining  text  of  this 
document  is  identical  with  that  of  F.  R. 
Doc.  58-6178,  supra. 

By  the  Commission. 

[seal]  Joseph  H.  Gutride, 

Secretary. 

[F.  R.  Doc.  58-6203;  Filed,  Aug.  7,  1958; 
8:47  a.  m.] 


[Docket  No.  G-15650] 

Pan  American  Petroleum  Corp.  et  al. 

ORDER  FOR  HEARING,  SUSPENDING  PROPOSED 
CHANGE  IN  RATE,  AND  ALLOWING  IN¬ 
CREASED  RATE  TO  BECOME  EFFECTIVE 

July  31, 1958.  * 
Pan  American  Petroleum  Corporation 
(Operator)  et  al.  (Respondent)  on  July 
1,  1958,  tendered  for  filing  a  proposed 
change  in  its  presently  effective  rate 
schedule  for  sales  of  natural  gas  subject 
to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Commission. 
The  proposed  change,  which  constitutes 
an  increased  rate  and  charge,  is  con¬ 
tained  in  the  following  designated  filing: 

Description:  Notice  of  Change,  dated  June 
27, 1§58. 

Purchaser :  United  Fuel  Gas  Company. 

Rate  schedule  designation :  Supplement 
No.  9  to  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Sched¬ 
ule  No.  174.  '  ^ 

Effective  date;  August  1,  1958  (effective 
date  is  the  date  proposed  by  Respondent). 

Note:  The  remaining  text  of  this  docu¬ 
ment  is  identical  with  that  of  F.  R.  Doc. 
58-6178,  supra. 

By  the  Commission. 

[seal]  Joseph  H.  Gutride, 

Secretary. 

[F.  R.  Doc.  58-6222;  Filed,  Aug.  7,  1958; 
8:48  a.  m.| 


[Docket  No.  G-15668] 

Kerr-McGee  Oil  Industries,  Inc.,  et  al. 
order  for  hearing,  suspending  proposed 

CHANGES  IN  RATES,  AND  ALLOWING  IN¬ 
CREASED  RATES  TO  BECOME  EFFECTIVE 

July  31, 1958. 

Kerr-McGee  Oil  Industries,  Inc.  (Op¬ 
erator)  et  al.  (Respondent)  on  July  7, 


6065 

1958,  tendered  for  filing  proposed 
changes  in  its  presently  effective  rate 
schedules  for  sales  of  natural  gas  subject 
to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Commission. 
The  proposed  changes,  which  constitute 
increased  rates  and  charges,  are  con¬ 
tained  in  the  following  designated  filings: 

Description:  Notices  of  Change,  dated  July 

2, 1958. 

Purchasers;  (1)  (3)  and  (4)  Southern  Nat¬ 
ural  Gas  Company,  (2)  Tennessee  Gas  Trans¬ 
mission  Company. 

Rate  schedule  designation:  (1)  Supple¬ 
ment  No.  2  to  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate 
Schedule  No.  52.  (2)  Supplement  No.  3  to 

Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rats  Schedule  No.  6. 
(3)  Supplement  No.  5  to  Respondent's  FPC 
Gas  Rate  Schedule  No.  15.  (4)  Supplement 
No.  10  to  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Sched¬ 
ule  No.  19. 

Effective  date:  August  1,  1958  (effective 
date  is  the  date  proposed  by  Respondent). 

Note:  The  remaining  text  of  this  doc¬ 
ument  is  identical  with  that  of  F.  R.  Doc. 
58-6178,  supra. 

By  the  Commission. 

[seal]  Joseph  H.  Gutride, 

Secretary .- 

[F.  R.  Doc.  58-6223;  Filed,  Aug.  7.  1958; 
8:48  a.  m.] 


[Docket  No.  0-15673] 

Sam  Sklar,  Trustee,  et  al. 

ORDER  FOR  HEARING,  SUSPENDING  PROPOSED 
CHANGE  IN  RATE,  AND  ALLOWING  IN¬ 
CREASED  RATE  TO  BECOME  EFFECTIVE 

July  31,  1958. 

Sam  Sklar,  Trustee  (Operator)  et  al. 
(Respondent)  on  July  10,  1958,  tendered 
for  filing  a  proposed  change  in  its  pres¬ 
ently  effective  rate  schedule  for  sales  of 
natural  gas  subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  Commission.  The  proposed  change, 
which  contitutes  an  increased  rate  and 
charge,  is  contained  in  the  following 
designated  filing: 

Description:  Notice  of  Change,  dated  July 
8,  1958. 

Purchaser:  United  Gas  Pipe  Line  Com¬ 
pany. 

Rate  schedule  designation:  Supplement 
No.  6  to  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule 
No.  11. 

Effective  date:  August  1,  1958  (effective 
date  is  the  date  proposed  by  Respondent). 

Note:  The  remaining  text  of  this  docu¬ 
ment  is  identical  with  that  of  F.  R.  Doc. 
58-6178,  supra. 

By  the  Commission. 

[seal]  Joseph  H.  Gutride, 

Secretary. 

[F.  R.  Doc.  58-6224;  Filed,  Aug.  7,  1958; 
8:48  a.  m.] 


[Docket  No.  0-15749] 

Munoco  Co. 

9  A 

ORDER  FOR  HEARING,  SUSPENDING  PROPOSED 
CHANGE  IN  RATE  AND  ALLOWING  INCREASED 
RATE  TO  BECOME  EFFECTIVE 

July  31,  1958. 

William  C.  and  Theodosia  M.  Nolan 
d/b/a  Munoco  Company  (Respondent), 


NOTICES 


[Docket  No.  G-15761] 
Benedum-Trees  Oil  Co.  d-al. 

ORDER  FOR  HEARING,  SUSPENDING  PROHttw, 
CHANGE  IN  RATE,  AND  ALLOWING^? 
CREASED  RATE  TO  BECOME  EFFECTIVE 

July  31,  195^ 
Benedum-Trees  Oil  Company  (ODera 
tor)  et  al.  (Respondent)  of  July  ig  igrV 
tendered  for  filing  a  proposed  change  ii 
its  presently  effective  rate  schedule  for 
the  sale  of  natural  gas  subject  to  th? 
jurisdiction  of  the  Commission.  Th! 
proposed  change,  which  constitutes  an 
increased  rate  and  charge.  Is  contained 
in  the  following  designated  filing 

Description :  Notice  of  Change,  undated 
Purchaser :  Texas  Gas  Transmission  Cortio. 
ration.  , 

Rate  schedule  designation:  Supplement  Ha 
1  to  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Bchednu 
No.  9.-  ^ 

Effective  date:  August  1,  1958  (effective 
date  is  the  date  proposed  by  Respondent). 

Note  :  The  remaining  text  of  this  docu- 
ment  is  identical  with  that  of  P.  R.  Doc 
58-6178,  supra. 

By  the  Commission. 

[seal]  Joseph  Guram, 

Secretary. 

[F.  R.  Doc.  58-6229;  Filed,  Aug.  7,  1958; 

8:48  a.  m.]« 


the  Commission.  The  proposed  changes 
which  constitute  increased  rates  and 
charges,  are  contained  in  the  following 
designated  filings; 

Description:  Notices  of  Change,  dated  July 
10, 1958. 

Purchasers:  (1)  Mississippi  River  Fuel 
Company,  (2)  Mississippi  River  Fuel  Com¬ 
pany,  (3)  Arkansas  Louisiana  Gas  Company, 
(4)  Arkansas  Louisiana  Gas  Company,  (5) 
Southern  Natural  Gas  Company,  (6,  7,  8,  .9) 
Arkansas  Louisiana  Gas  Company. 

Rate  schedule  designation:  (1)  Supple¬ 
ment  No.  5  to  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate 
Schedule  No.  4.  (2)  Supplement  No.  4  to 

Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule  No.  3. 
(3)  Supplement  No.  4  to  Respondent’s  FPC 
Gas  Rate  Schedule  No.  10.  (4)  Supplement 

No.  3  to  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Sched¬ 
ule  No.  11.  (5)  Supplement  No.  4  to  Re¬ 

spondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate’  Schedule  No.  14. 
(6)  Supplement  No.  2  to  Respondent’s  FPC 
Gas  Rate  Schedule  No.  19.  (7)  Supplement 

No.  1  to  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Sched¬ 
ule  No.  24.  (8)  Supplement  No.  4  to  Re¬ 

spondent's  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule  No.  9~. 
(9)  Supplement  No.  2  to  Respondent’s  FPC 
Gas  Rate  Schedule  No.  22. 

Effective  date:  August  1,  1958  (effective 
date  is  the  date  proposed  by  Respondent) . 

Note  :  The  remaining  text  of  this  docu¬ 
ment  is  identical  with  that  of  F.  R.  Doc. 
58-6178,  supra. 

By  the  Commission. 

[seal]  Joseph  H.  Gutride, 

Secretary. 

[F.  R.  Doc.  58-6227;  Filed,  Aug.  7,  1958; 

8:48  a.  m.] 


on  July  18,  1958,  tendered  for  filing  a 
proposed  change  in  its  presently  effec¬ 
tive  rate  schedule  for  sales  of  natural  gas 
subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Com¬ 
mission.  The  proposed  change,  which 
constitutes  an  increased  rate  and  charge, 
is  contained  in  the  following  designated 
filing: 

Description:  Notice  of  Change,  dated  July 
14,  1958. 

Purchaser:  United  Gas  Pipe  Line  Com¬ 
pany. 

Rate  schedule  designation:  Supplement 
No.  7  to  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule 
No.  4. 

Effective  date:  August  1,  1958  (effective 
date  is  the  date  proposed  by  Respondent). 

Note:  The  remaining  text  of  this  docu¬ 
ment  is  identical  with  that  of  F.  R.  Doc. 
58-6178,  supra. 

By  the  Commission. 

[seal]  Joseph  H.  Gutride, 

Secretary. 

[F.  R.  Doc.  58-6225;  Filed,  Aug.  7,  1958; 

8:48  a.  m.] 


[Docket  No.  G-15750] 

Sidney  G.  Myers,  Jr.,  et  al. 

ORDER  FOR  HEARING,  SUSPENDING  PROPOSED 

CHANGE  IN  RATE,  AND  ALLOWING  IN¬ 
CREASED  RATE  TO  BECOME  EFFECTIVE 

JULY  31,  1958. 

Sidney  G.  Myers,  Jr.,  et  al.  (Respond¬ 
ent)  on  July  24,  1958,  tendered  for  filing 
a  proposed  change  in  his  presently  effec¬ 
tive  rate  schedule  for  sales  of  natural 
gas  subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Commission.  The  proposed'  change, 
which  constitutes  an  increased  rate  and 
charge,  is  contained  in  the  following 
designated  filing: 

Description:  Notice  of  Change,  dated  July 
21, 1958. 

Purchaser:  Arkansas  Louisiana  Gas  Com¬ 
pany. 

Rate  schedule  designation:  Supplement 
No.  2  to  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Sched¬ 
ule  No.  4. 

Effective  date:  August  1,  1958  (effective 
date  is  the  date  proposed  by  Respondent) . 

Note:  The  remaining  text  of  this  docu¬ 
ment  is  identical  with  that  of  F.  R.  Doc. 
58-6178,  supra. 

By  the  Commission. 

[seal]  Joseph  H.  Gutride, 

Secretary. 

[F.  R.  Doc.  58-6226;  Filed,  Aug.  7,  1958; 

8:48  a.  m.] 


[Docket  No.  G-15762] 

Vanson  Production  Corp.  etal. 

ORDER  FOR  HEARING,  SUSPENDING  PROPOSED 
CHANGE  IN  RATE,  AND  ALLOWING  Di- 
CREASED  RATE  TO  BECOME  EFFECTIVE 

July  31, 1958. 

Vanson  Production  Corporation  (Op¬ 
erator)  et  al.  (Respondent)  on  July  14, 
1958,  tendered  for  filing  a  proposed 
change  in  his  presently  effective  rate 
schedule  for  sales  of  natural  gas  subject 
to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Commission.' 
The  proposed  change,  which  constitutes 
an  increased  rate  and  charge,  is  con¬ 
tained  in  the  following  designated  filing: 
Description:  Notice  of  Change,  undated. 
Purchaser:  Southern  Natural  Gas  com¬ 
pany. 

Rate  schedule  designation:  Supplement 
No.  2  to  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule 
No.  1. 

Effective  date:  August  1,  1958  (effective 
date  is  the  date  proposed  by  Respondent). 

Note  :  The  remaining  text  of  this  docu¬ 
ment  is  identical  with  that  of  F.  R.  Doc. 
58-6178,  supra. 

By  the  Commission. 

[seal]  Joseph  H.  Gutridi, 

Secretary. 

[F.  R.  Doc.  58-6230;  Filed,  Aug.  7,  1958; 
8:48  a.  m.] 


[Docket  No.  G-15744] 

C.  H.  Lyons,  Sr.,  et  al. 

ORDER  FOR  HEARING,  SUSPENDING  PROPOSED 

CHANGES  IN  RATES,  AND  ALLOWING  IN¬ 
CREASED  RATES  TO  BECOME  EFFECTIVE 

July  31,  1958. 

C.  H.  Lyons,  Sr.,  et  al.  (Respondent) 
on  July  21,  1958,  tendered  for  filing  pro¬ 
posed  changes  in  his  presently  effective 
rate  schedules  for  sales  of  natural  gas 
subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Com¬ 
mission.  The  proposed  changes,  which 
constitute  increased  rates  and  charges, 
are  contained  in  the  following  designated 
filings: 

Description:  Notice  of  Change,  dated  July 
17,  1958,  Notice  of  Change,  dated  July  18, 
1958. 

Purchaser:  Arkansas  Louisiana  Gas  Com¬ 
pany. 

Rate  schedule  designation:  (1)  Supple¬ 
ment  No.  3  to  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate 
Schedule  No.  6.  (2)  Supplement  No.  2  to 

Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule  No.  9. 

Effective  date:  August  1,  1958  (effective 
date  is  the  date  proposed  by  Respondent ) . 

Note  :  The  remaining  text  of  this  docu¬ 
ment  is  identical  with  that  of  F.  R.  Doc. 
58-6178,  supra. 

By  the  Commission. 

[seal]  Joseph  H.  Gutride, 

Secretary. 

[F.  R.  Doc.  58-6228;  Filed,  Aug.  7,  1958; 

8:48  a.  m.] 


Monsanto  Chemical  Co. 

ORDER  FOR  HEARING,  SUSPENDING  PROPOSED 

changes  in  rates,  and  allowing  in¬ 
creased  RATES  TO  BECOME  EFFECTIVE 

July  31, 1958. 

Monsanto  Chemical  Company  (Re¬ 
spondent)  on  July  21,  1958,  tendered  for 
filing  proposed  changes  in  its  presently 
effective  rate  schedules  for  sales  of  nat¬ 
ural  gas  subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of 


[Docket  No.  G-15766] 

Forest  Oil  and  Gas  Corp.  et  al. 

ORDER  FOR  HEARING,  SUSPENDING  PROPOSED 
CHANGES  IN  RATE,  AND  ALLOWING  IN¬ 
CREASED  RATE  TO  BECOME  EFFECTIVE 

July  31, 1958. 

Forest  Oil  and  Gas  Corporation  (Op¬ 
erator)  et  al.  (Respondent)  on  July  1. 


friday,  August  8 ,  1958 

ia58  tendered  for  filing  a  proposed 
h  ’ge  jh  presently  effective  rate 
®diedule  for  the  sale  of  natural  gas  sub- 
St  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Commis- 
'Iton.  The  proposed  change,  which 
constitutes  an  increased  rate  and  charge. 
Is  contained  in  the  following  designated 
filing: 

pggcriptlon :  Notice  of  Change,  dated  June 

so  1958. 

purchaser:  Tennessee  Gas  Transmission 

Company. 

Rate  schedule  designation:  Supplement 
jj0  8  to  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate 
schedule  No.  7. 

Effective  date:  August  1,  1958  (effective 
date  is  the  date  proposed  by  Respondent). 

Note:  The  remaining  text  of  this  docu¬ 
ment  is  identical  with  that  of  F.  R.  Doc. 
58-6178,  supra. 

By  the  Commission. 

[seal!  Joseph  H.  Gutride, 

Secretary. 

rp.  R.  Doc-  58-6231;  Piled,  Aug.  7,  1958; 
'  8:48  a.  m.] 


[Docket  No.  0-15649] 

Midstates  Oil  Corp. 
order  for  hearing,  suspending  proposed 

CHANGES  IN  RATES,  AND  ALLOWING  IN¬ 
CREASED  RATES  TO  BECOME  EFFECTIVE 

July  31,  1958. 

Midstates  Oil  Corporation  (Respond¬ 
ent)  on  June  30,  1958,  tendered  for  filing 
proposed  changes  in  its  presently  effec¬ 
tive  rate  schedules  for  sales  of  natural 
gas  subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Commission.  The  proposed  changes, 
which  constitute  increased  rates  and 
charges,  are  contained  in  the  following 
designated  filings: 

Description:  Notices  of  Change,  dated  June 

27, 1958. 

Purchasers:  (1)  United  Fuel  Gas  Company, 

(2)  and  (3)  Texas  Eastern  Transmission 
Corporation. 

Rate  schedule  designation:  (1)  Supple¬ 
ment  No.  4  to  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate 
Schedule  No.  36.  (2)  Supplement  No.  13  to 

Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule  No.  4. 

(3)  Supplement  No.  5  to  Respondent’s  FPC 
Gas  Rate  Schedule  No.  52. 

Effective  date:  August  1,  1958  (effective 
date  is  the  date  proposed  by  Respondent). 

Note:  The  remaining  text  of  this  docu¬ 
ment  is  identical  with  that  of  F.  R.  Doc. 
5JM5178,  supra. 

i  By  the  Commission. 

[seal!  Joseph  H.  Gutride, 

Secretary. 

(P.  R.  Doc.  58-6232;  Filed.  Aug.  7,  1958; 
8:48  a.  m.] 


[Docket  No.  G-15675] 

„  Norman  V.  Kinsey,  Jr. 

ORDER  FOR  HEARING,  SUSPENDING  PROPOSED 
CHANGE  IN  RATE,  AND  ALLOWING  IN¬ 
CREASED  RATE  TO  BECOME  EFFECTIVE 

July  31, 1958. 

Norman  V.  Kinsey,  Jr.  (Respondent) 
on  July  14,  1958,  tendered  for  filing  a 
proposed  change  in  his  presently  effec- 
No.  155 - 6 
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tive  rate  schedule  for  sales  of  natural  gas 
subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Com¬ 
mission.  The  proposed  change,  which 
constitutes  an  increased  rate  and  charge, 
is  contained  in  the  following  designated 
filing : 

Description:  Notice  of  Change,  dated  July 

10, 1958. 

Purchaser:  United  Gas  Pipe  Line  Company. 
Rate  schedule  designation :  Supplement  No. 
1  to  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule 
No.  5. 

Effective  date:  August  1,  1958  (effective 
date  is  the  date  proposed  by  Respondent). 

Note:  The  remaining  text  of  this  docu¬ 
ment  is  identical  with  that  of  F.  R.  Doc. 
58-6178,  supra. 

By  the  Commission. 

[seal]  Joseph  H.  Gutride, 

Secretary. 

[F.  R.  Doc.  58-6233;  Filed,  Aug.  7,  1958; 
8:48  a.  m.] 


[Docket  No.  G-15676] 

M.  B.  Chastain  et  al. 

ORDER  FOR  HEARING,  SUSPENDING  PROPOSED 
CHANGE  IN  RATE,  AND  ALLOWING  IN¬ 
CREASED  RATE  TO  BECOME  EFFECTIVE 

JULY  31,  1958.. 

M.  B.  Chastain  et  al.  (Respondent)  on 
July  14,  1958,  tendered  for  filing  a  pro¬ 
posed  change  in  its  presently  effective 
rate  schedule  for  sales  of  natural  gas 
subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Com¬ 
mission.  The  proposed  change,  which 
constitutes  an  increased  rate  and  charge, 
is  contained  in  the  following  designated 
filing : 

Description:  Notice  of  Change,  dated  July 
10,  1958. * 

Purchaser:  Southern  Natural  Gas  Com¬ 
pany. 

Rate  schedule  designation:  Supplement 
No.  1  to  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule 
N9.  1. 

Effective  date:  August  1,  1958  (effective 
date  is  the  date  proposed  by  Respondent) . 

Note:  The  remaining  text  of  this  doc¬ 
ument  is  identical  with  that  of  F.  R.  Doc. 
58-6178,  supra. 

By  the  Commission. 

,  [seal]  Joseph  H.  Gutride, 

Secretary. 

[F.  R.  Doc.  58-6234;  Filed,  Aug.  7,  1958; 
8:48  a.  m.] 


[Docket  No.  G-15724] 

Norton  F.  Wilson 

ORDER  FOR  HEARING,  SUSPENDING  PROPOSED 
CHANGE  IN  RATE,  AND  ALLOWING  IN¬ 
CREASED  RATE  TO  BECOME  EFFECTIVE 

JULY  31,  1958. 

Norton  F.  Wilson  (Respondent)  on  July 
*7,  1958,  tendered  for  filing  a  proposed 
change  in  his  presently  effective  rate 
schedule  for  the  sale  of  natural  gas  sub¬ 
ject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Commis¬ 
sion.  The  proposed  change,  which  con¬ 
stitutes  an  increased  rate  and  charge, 
is  contained  in  the  following  designated 
filing : 


Description:  Notice  of  Change,  dated  July 

2, 1958.  / 

Purchaser:  United  Gas  Pipe  Line  Company. 
Rate  schedule  designation :  Supplement 
No.  1  to  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Sched¬ 
ule  No.  1. 

Effective  date:  August  1.  1958  (effective 
date  is  the  date  proposed  by  Respondent) . 

Note:  The  remaining  text  of  this  doc¬ 
ument  is  identical  with  that  of  F.  R.  Doc. 
58-6178,  supra. 

By  the  Commission. 

[seal]  Joseph  H.  Gutride, 

Secretary. 

[F.  R.  Doc.  58-6235;  Filed.  Aug.  7,  1958; 
8:48  a.  m.] 


[Docket  No.  G-15725] 

J.  I.  Roberts 

ORDER  FOR  HEARING,  SUSPENDING  PROPOSED 

CHANGES  IN  RATES,  AND  ALLOWING  IN¬ 
CREASED  RATES  TO  BECOME  EFFECTIVE 

JULY  31,  1958. 

J.  I.  Roberts  (Respondent)  on  July  21, 
1958,  tendered  for  filing  a  proposed 
change  in  his  presently  effective  rate 
schedule  for  the  sale  of  natural  gas  sub¬ 
ject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Commis¬ 
sion.  The  proposed  change,  which  con¬ 
stitutes  an  increased  rate  and  charge,  is 
contained  in  the  following  designated 
filing: 

Description:  Notice  of  Change,  dated  July 

17, 1958. 

Purchaser:  Arkansas  Louisiana  Gas  Com¬ 
pany. 

Rate  schedule  designation:  Supplement 
No.  3  to  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Sched¬ 
ule  No.  2. 

Effective  date:  August  1,  1958  (effective 
date  is  the  date  proposed  by  Respondent) . 

Note:  The  remaining  text  of  this  doc¬ 
ument  is  identical  with  that  of  F.  R.  Doc. 
58-6178,  supra. 

By  the  Commission. 

[seal]  Joseph  H.  Gutride, 

Secretary. 

[F.  R.  Doc.  58-6236;  Filed,  Aug.  7,  1958; 

8:48  a.  m.] 


[Docket  No.  G-15730] 
Continental  Oil  Co. 

ORDER  FOR  HEARING,  SUSPENDING  PROPOSED 

CHANGES  IN  RATES,  AND  ALLOWING  IN¬ 
CREASED  RATES  TO  BECOME  EFFECTIVE 

JULY  31, 1958. 

Continental  Oil  Company  (Respond¬ 
ent)  on  July  7,  15  and  17,  1958,  tendered 
for  filing  proposed  changes  in  its  pres¬ 
ently  effective  rate  schedules  for  sales 
of  natural  gas  subject  to  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  Commission.  The  proposed 
changes,  which  constitute  increased 
rates  and  charges,  are  contained  in  the 
following  designated  filings: 

Description:  Notices  of  Changes,  undated. 

Purchasers:  (1)  United  Gas  Pipe  Line 
Company,  (2  and  4)  Southern  Natural  Gas 
Company,  (3  and  6)  Tennessee  Gas  Trans¬ 
mission  Company,  (5)  Arkansas  Louisiana 
Gas  Company. 

Rate  schedule  designation:  (1)  Supple¬ 
ment  No.  7  to  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate 


"1 


NOTICES 


Schedule  No.  106.  (2)  Supplement  No.  2 

to  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule  No. 
153.  (3)  Supplement  No.  10  to  Respond¬ 
ent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule  No.  154.  (4) 

Supplement  No.  2  to  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas 
Rate  Schedule  No.  152.  (5)  Supplement  No. 

4  to  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule 
No.  126.  (6)  Supplement  No.  4  to  Re¬ 

spondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule  No.  128. 

Effective  date:  August  1,  1956  (effective 
date  is  the  date  proposed  by  Respondent) . 

Note:  The  remaining  text  of  this  doc¬ 
ument  is  identical  with  that  of  F.  R.  Doc. 
58-6178,  supra. 

By  the  Commission. 

[seal]  Joseph  H.  Gutride, 

Secretary. 

[F.  R.  Doc.  58-6237:  Filed,  Aug.  7,  1958; 
8:48  a.  m.] 


Effective  date:  August  l,"  1958  (effective 
date  is  the  date  proposed  by  Respondent) . 

Note:  The  remaining  text  of  this  doc¬ 
ument  is  identical  with  that  of  F.  R.  Doc. 
58-6178,  supra. 

By  the  Commission. 

[seal]  Joseph  H.  Gutride, 

Secretary. 

[F.  R.  Doc.  58-6239;  Filed,  Aug.  7,  1958; 
8:48  a.  m.] 


Effective  date:  August  1,  1958  ( effect l? 
date  is  the  date  proposed  by  Respondent)  ** 

Note:  The  remaining  text  of  this  doc 
ument  is  identical  with  that  of  F  r  nJ 
58-6178,  supra.  '  '  ***■ 

By  the  Commission. 

[seal]  Joseph  H.  Gutride, 

Secretary. 

[  F.  R.  Doc.  58—6241;  Filed;  Aug.  7  1950. 

8:48  a.  m.]  * 


[Docket  No.  G-15739] 

Texaco  Seaboard  Inc. 

ORDER  FOR  HEARING,  SUSPENDING  PROPOSED 
CHANGE  IN  RATE,  AND  ALLOWING  IN¬ 
CREASED  RATE  TO  BECOME’ EFFECTIVE 

July  31, 1958. 

Texaco  Seaboard  Inc.  (Respondent) 
on  June  30,  1958,  tendered  for  filing  a 
proposed  change  in  its  presently  effec¬ 
tive  rate  schedule  for  the  sale  of  natural 
gas  subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Commission.  The  proposed  change, 
which  constitute  an  increased  rate  and 
charge,  is  contained  in  the  following  des¬ 
ignated  filing: 

Description:  Notice  of  Change,  undated. 
Purchaser :  Texas  Eastern  Transmission 
Corporation. 

Rate  schedule  designation :  Supplement 
No.  12  to  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Sched¬ 
ule  No.  21. 

Effective  date:  August  1,  1958  (effective 
date  is  the  date  proposed  by  Respondent). 

Note:  The  remaining  text  of  this  doc¬ 
ument  is  identical  with  that  of  F.  R.  Doc. 
58-6178,  supra. 

By  the  Commission. 

[seal]  Joseph  H.  Gutride, 

Secretary. 

[F.  R.  Doc.  58-6240;  Filed,  Aug.  7,  1958; 
8:48  a.  m.] 


[Docket  No.  G-15656] 

H.  L.  Hunt  et  al. 

ORDER  FOR  HEARING,  SUSPENDING  PROPOSE) 
CHANGE  IN  RATE,  AND  ALLOWING  IR. 
CREASED  RATE  TO  BECOME  EFFECTIVE 

July  31;  1958. 

H.  L.  Hunt  (Operator)  et  al.  (Respond¬ 
ent)  on  July  2,  1958,  tendered  for  filing 
a  proposed  change  in  its  presently  effec¬ 
tive  rate  schedule  for  the  sale  of  natural 
gas  subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Commission.  The  proposed  change 
which  constitutes  an  increased  rate  and 
charge,  is  contained  in  the  following 
designated  filing : 

Description:  Notice  of  Change,  undated. 
Purchaser:  Trunkline  Gas  Company. 
Rate  schedule  designation:  Supplement 
No.  3  to  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule 
No.  13. 

Effective  date:  August  1,  1958  (effective 
date  is  the  date  proposed  by  Respondent). 

Note:  The  remaining  text  of  this  doc¬ 
ument  is  identical  with  that  of  F.  R.  Doc. 
58-6178,  supra. 

By  the  Commission. 

[seal]  Joseph  H.  Gutride, 

Secretary. 

[F.  R.  Doc.  58-6242;  Filed,  Aug.  7,  1958; 

8:49  a.  m.]  > 


[Docket  No.  G-15732] 

M.  H.  MARR 

ORDER  FOR  HEARING,  SUSPENDING  PROPOSED 
CHANGE  IN  RATE,  AND  ALLOWING  IN¬ 
CREASED  RATE  TO  BECOME  EFFECTIVE 

July  31,  1958. 

M.  H.  Marr  (Respondent)  on  July  21, 
1958,  tendered  for  filing  a  proposed 
change  in  its  presently  effective  rate 
schedule  for  sales  of  natural  gas  subject 
to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Commission. 
The  proposed  change,  which  constitutes 
an  increased  rate  and  charge,  is  con¬ 
tained  in  the  following  designated  filing : 

Description:  Notice  of  Change,  dated  July 
18,  1958. 

Purchaser:  Mississippi  River  Fuel  Corpo¬ 
ration. 

Rate  schedule  designation:  Supplement  No. 
4  to  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule 
No.  1. 

Effective  date:  August  1,  1958  (effective 
date  is  the  date  proposed  by  Respondent) . 

Note:  The  remaining  text  of  this  doc¬ 
ument  is  identical  with  that  of  F.  R.  Doc. 
58-6178,  supra. 

By  the  Commission. 

[seal]  \  Joseph  H.  Gutride, 

Secretary. 

[F.  R.  Doc.  58-6238;  Filed.  Aug.  7,  1958; 
8:48  a.  pi.] 


[Docket  No.  G-15664] 

Southwest  Gas  Producing  Co.,  Inc. 

ORDER  FOR  HEARING,  SUSPENDING  PROPOSED 

CHANGES  IN  RATES,  AND  ALLOWING  IN¬ 
CREASED  RATES  TO  BECOME  EFFECTIVE 

July  31,  1958. 

Southwest  Gas  Producing  Company, 
Inc.  (Respondent)  on  July  1, 1958,  tend¬ 
ered  for  filing  proposed  changes  in  its 
presently  effective  rate  schedules  for  sales  1 
of  natural  gas  subject  to  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  Commission.  The  proposed 
changes,  which  constitute  increased  rates 
and  charges,  are  contained  in  the  fol¬ 
lowing  designated  filings: 

Description:  Notice  of  Changes,  dated 
June  30,  1958. 

Purchaser:  Texas  Gas  Transmission  Cor¬ 
poration. 

Rate  schedule  designation:  (1)  Supple¬ 
ment  No.  1  to  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate 
Schedule  No.  3.  (2)  Supplement  No.  2  to 

Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule  No.  4. 

Effective  date:  August  1,  1958  (effective 
date  is  the  date  proposed  by  Respondent). 

Note:  The  remaining  text  of  this  doc¬ 
ument  is  identical  with  that  of  F.  R.  Doc- 
58-6178,  supra.  > 


[Docket  No.  G-15743] 

’  ,  •  I, 

Sun  Oil  Co. 

ORDER  FOR  HEARING,  SUSPENDING  PROPOSED 

CHANGES  IN  RATES,  AND  ALLOWING  IN¬ 
CREASED  RATES  TO  BECOME  EFFECTIVE 

July  31,  1958. 

Sun  Oil  Company  (Respondent)  on 
July  1,  1958,  tendered  for  filing  proposed 
changes  in  its  presently  effective  rate 
schedules  for  sales  of  natural  gas  sub¬ 
ject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Commis¬ 
sion.  The  proposed  changes,  which  con¬ 
stitute  increased  rates  and  charges,  are 
contained  in  the  following  designated 
filings: 

Description:  Notices  of  Change,  dated 
June  24,  1958. 

Purchasers:  (1)  United  Fuel  Gas  Com¬ 
pany,  (2)  United  Fuel  Gas  Company,  (3) 
United  Fuel  Gas  Company,  (4)  Trunkline 
Gas  Company. 

Rate  schedule  designation:  (1)  Supple¬ 
ment  No.  4  to  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate 
Schedule  No.  38.  (2)  Supplement  No.  2  to 

Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule  No.  75. 
(3)  Supplement  No.  2  to  Respondent’s  FPC 
Gas  Rate  Schedule  No.  76.  (4)  Supplement 
No.  4  to  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule 
No.  89. 


[Docket  No.  G-15738] 

Henry  I.  Schober  et  al. 

ORDER  FOR  HEARING,  SUSPENDING  PROPOSED 

CHANGE  IN  RATE,  AND  ALLOWING  IN¬ 
CREASED  RATE  TO  BECOME  EFFECTIVE 

July  31,  1958. 

Henry  I.  Schober  et  al.  (Respondent) 
on  July  21,  1958,  tendered  for  filing  a 
proposed  change  in  his  presently  effective 
rate  schedule  for  the  sale  of  natural  gas 
subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Com¬ 
mission.  The  proposed  change,  which 
constitutes  an  increased  rate  and  charge, 
is  contained  in  the  following  designated 
filing: 

Description:  Notice  of  Change,  undated. 

Purchaser:  United  Gas  Pipe  Line  Company. 

Rate  schedule  designation :  Supplement  No. 
3  to  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule 
No.  1. 


55  2.K 


Friday,  August  8 ,  1958 

By  the  Commission. 

[skal!  Joseph  H.  Gutride, 

Secretary. 

ip  R  Doc.  58-6243;  Filed,  Aug.  7,  1958; 
™  8:49  a.  m.] 

{Docket  No.  G-15665] 

G  h.  Vaughn  Production  Co.  et  al. 

order  for  hearing,  suspending  proposed 
change  in  rate,  and  allowing  in¬ 
creased  RATE  TO  BECOME  EFFECTIVE 

July  31,  1958. 

G.  H.  Vaughn  Production  Company 
(Operator)  et  al.  (Respondent)  on  July 
11,  1958,  tendered  for  filing  a  proposed 
change  in  its  presently  effective  rate 
schedule  for  sales  of  natural  gas  subject 
to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Commission. 
The  proposed  change,  which  constitutes 
an  increased  rate  and  charge,  is  con¬ 
tained  in  the  following  designated  filing: 

Description:  Notice  of  Change,  dated  July 

8, 1958. 

purchaser:  Texas  Gas  Transmission  Cor¬ 
poration. 

Rate  schedule  designation:  (1)  Supple¬ 
ment  No.  4  to  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate 
Schedule  No.  1. 

^Effective  date:  August  1,  1958  (effective 
date  is  the  date  proposed  by  Respondent) . 

Note:  The  remaining  text  of  this  doc¬ 
ument  is  identical  with  that  of  F.  R.  Doc. 
58-6178,  supra. 

By  the  Commission. 

[seal]  Joseph  H.  Gutride, 

Secretary. 

[P.  R.  Doc.  58-6244;  Filed,  Aug.  7,  1958; 
8:49  a.  m.] 


v  {Docket  No.  G-l 5666] 

Spartan  Drilling  Co.,  Inc.,  et  al. 

ORDER  FOR  HEARING,  SUSPENDING  PROPOSED 
CHANGE  IN  RATE,  AND  ALLOWING  IN¬ 
CREASED  RATE  TO  BECOME  EFFECTIVE 

July  31, 1958. 

Spartan  Drilling  Company,  Inc.,  Agent 
(Operator)  et  al.  (Respondent)  on  July 
11,  1958,  tendered  for  filing  a  proposed 
change  in  its  presently  effective  rate 
schedule  for  sales  of  natural  gas  subject 
to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Commission. 
Ihe  proposed,  change,  which  constitutes 
an  increased  rate  and  charge,  is  con¬ 
tained  in  the  following  designated  filing: 

Description:  Notice  of  Change,  dated  July 

8, 1958. 

Purchaser :  Southern  Natural  Gas  Com¬ 
pany. 

Rate  schedule  designation:  Supplement 
No.  9  to  Respondent's  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule 
No.  2. 

Effective  Date:  August  1,  1958  (effective 
date  is  the  date  proposed  by  Respondent). 

Note:  The  remaining  text  of  this  doc¬ 
ument  is  identical  with  that  of  F.  R.  Doc. 
58-6178,  supra. 

By  the  Commission. 

[seal]  Joseph  H.  Gutride, 

Secretary. 

IP.  R.  Doc.  58-6245;  Filed,  Aug.  7,  1958; 
8:49  a.  m.] 
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[Docket  No.  0-15667] 


[Docket  No.  G— 15645] 


Kerr-McGee  Oil  Industries,  Inc.  Maracaibo  Oil  Exploration  Corp.  et  al. 

ORDER  FOR  HEARING,  SUSPENDING  PROPOSED  ORDER  FOR  HEARING,  SUSPENDING  PROPOSED 
CHANGES  IN  RATES,  AND  ALLOWING  IN-  CHANGE  IN  RATE,  AND  ALLOWING  IN¬ 
CREASED  RATES  TO  BECOME  EFFECTIVE  CREASED  RATE  TO  BECOME  EFFECTIVE 


July  31, 1958. 

Kerr-McGee  Oil  Industries,  Inc.  (Re¬ 
spondent)  on  July  7,  1958,  tendered  for 
filing  proposed  changes  in  its  presently 
effective  rate  schedules  for  sales  of  natu¬ 
ral  gas  subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Commission.  The  proposed  changes, 
which  constitute  increased  rates  and 
charges,  are  contained  in  the  following 
designated  filings: 

Description:  Notices  of  Change,  dated  July 
2,  1958. 

Purchasers:  (1)  Southern  Natural  Gas 
Company,  (2)  American  Louisiana  Pipe  Line 
Company. 

Rate  schedule  designation:  (1)  Supple¬ 
ment  No.  2  to  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate 
Schedule  No.  51.  (2)  Supplement  No.  2  to 

Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule  No.  27. 

Effective  Date:  August  1,  1958  (effective 
date  is  the  date  proposed  by  Respondent). 

Note:  The  remaining  text  of  this  doc¬ 
ument  is  identical  with  that  of  F.  R.  Doc. 
58-6178,  supra. 

By  the  Commission. 

[seal]  Joseph  H.  Gutride, 

'  -  Secretary. 

y 

[F.  R.  Doc.  58-6246;  Filed,  Aug.  7,  1958; 

8:49  a.  m.] 


July  31, 1958. 

Maracaibo  Oil  Exploration  Corpora¬ 
tion  (Operator)  et  al.  (Respondent)  on 
July  3,  1958,  tendered  for  filing  a  pro¬ 
posed  change  in  its  presently  effective 
rate  schedule  for  sales  of  natural  gas 
subect  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Com¬ 
mission.  The  proposed  change,  which 
constitutes  an  increased  rate  and  charge, 
is  contained  in  the  following  designated 
filing: 

Description:  Notice  of  Change,  dated  July 

3, 1958. 

Purchaser:  Texas  Gas  Transmission  Cor¬ 
poration. 

Rate  schedule  designation:  Supplement 
No.  3  to  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Sched¬ 
ule  No.  3. 

Effective  date:  August  1,  1958  (effective 
date  is  the  date  proposed  by  Respondent). 

Note:  The  remaining  text  of  this  doc- 
'  ument  is  identical  with  that  of  F.  R.  Doc. 
58-6178,  supra. 

By  the  Commission. 

[seal]  Joseph  H.  Gutride, 

Secretary. 

[F.  R.  Doc.  58-6248;  Filed,  Aug.  7,  1958; 

8:49  a.  m.) 


'  [Docket  No.  G— 15647] 

[Docket  No.  G-15638]  ARKANSAS  FUEL  OIL  CORP.  ET  AL. 

Mrs.  Tom  J.  Moffitt  et  al.  order  for  hearing,  suspending  proposed 

CHANGES  IN  RATES,  AND  ALLOWING  IN- 

ORDER  FOR  HEARING,  SUSPENDING  PROPOSED  CREASED  RATES  TO  BECOME  EFFECTIVE 
CHANGE  IN  RATE,  AND  ALLOWING  IN-  •  . 

CREASED  RATE  TO  BECOME  EFFECTIVE  <  -JULY  31,  1958. 

Arkansas  Fuel  Oil  Corporation  (Op- 
July  31, 1958.  erator)  et  al.  (Respondent)  on  June  27, 
Mrs.  Tom  J.  Moffitt  et  al.  (Respond-  1958,  tendered  for  filing  proposed  changes 
ent)  on  July  7,  1958,  tendered  for  filing  in  its  presently  effective  rate  schedules 
a  proposed  change  in  her  presently  effec-  i°r  sales  of  natural  gas  subject  to  the 
tive  rate  schedule  for  sales  of  natural  jurisdiction  of  the  Commission.  The 
gas  subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  propo!\ed  changes,  which  constitute  in- 
Commission.  The  proposed  change,  feased  rates  and  charges  are  contained 
‘  ‘  ,  v.vvww  in  the  following  designated  filings: 

which  constitutes  an  increased  rate  and 

charge,  is  contained  in  the  following  ^De^iption:  Notices  of  Change,  dated  June 

designated  filing :  Purchasers:  (1)  United  Gas  Pipe  Line  Corn- 

Description:  Notice  of  Change,  dated  July  P&ny,  (2)  Texas  Eastern  Transmission  Cor- 
3,"1958.  poration. 

Purchaser:  United  Gas  Pipe  Line  Company.  Rate  schedule  designation:  (1)  Supplement 
Rate  schedule  designation :  Supplement  No.  3  to  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule 
No.  7  to  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Sched-  No.  44.  (2)  Supplement  No.  7  to  Respond- 

ule  No.  6.  ent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule  No.  48. 

Effective  date:  August  1,  1958  (effective  Effective  date:  August  1,  1958  (effective 
date  is  the  date  proposed  by  Respondent),  date  is  the  date  proposed  by  Respondent). 

Note:  The  remaining  text  of  this  doc-  Note:  The  remaining  text  of  this  doc¬ 
ument  is  identical  with  that  of  F.  R.  Doc.  ument  is  identical  with  that  of  F.  R.  Doc. 
58-6178,  supra.  58-6178,  supra. 

By  the  Commission.  By  the  Commission. 

[seal]  Joseph  H.  Gutride,  n  [seal]  Joseph  H.  Gutride, 

Secretary.  Secretary. 

[F.  R.  Doc.  58-6247;  Filed,  Aug.  7,  1958;  [F.  R.  Doc.  58-6249;  Filed,  Aug.  7.  1958; 

8:49  a.  m.J  _  8:49  a.m.] 
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[Docket  No.  G-156521 

Amerada  Petroleum  Corp.  et  al. 

ORDER  FOR  HEARING,  SUSPENDING  PROPOSED 

CHANGES  IN  RATES,  AND  ALLOWING  IN¬ 
CREASED  RATES  TO  BECOME  EFFECTIVE 

July  31,  1958. 

Amerada  Petroleum  Corporation 
(Operator)  et  al.  (Respondent)  on  June 
30,  1958,  tendered  for  filing  proposed 
changes  in  its  presently  effective  rate 
schedules  for  sales  of  natural  gas  sub¬ 
ject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Commis¬ 
sion.  The  proposed  changes,  which  con¬ 
stitute  increased  rates  and  charges,  are 
contained  in  the  following  designated 
filings: 

Description:  (1)  Notice  of  Change,  dated 
June  27.  1958,  (2)  Notice  of  Change,  dated 
June  26, 1958. 

Purchaser :  Texas  Gas  Transmission  Cor¬ 
poration. 

Rate  schedule  designation:  (1)  Supple¬ 
ment  No.  6  to  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate 
Schedule  No.  11.  (2)  Supplement  No.  6  to 

Respondent's  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule  No. 

'  13. 

Effective  date:  August  1,  1958  (effective 
date  is  the  date  proposed  by  the  Respondent) . 

Note:  The  remaining  text  of  this  doc¬ 
ument  is  identical  with  that  of  F.  R.  Doc. 
58-6178,  supra. 

By  the  Commission. 

[seal]  Joseph  H.  Gutride, 

Secretary. 

[F.  R.  Doc.  58-6250;  Filed.  Aug.  7.  1958; 

8:49  a.m.] 


[Docket  No.  G-15655] 

Placid  Oil  Co.  et  al. 

ORDER  FOR  HEARING,  SUSPENDING*  PROPOSED 

CHANGE  IN  RATE,  AND  ALLOWING  IN¬ 
CREASED  RATE  TO  BECOME  EFFECTIVE 

July  31, 1958. 

Placid  Oil  Company  et  al.  (Respond¬ 
ent)  on  June  30,  1958,  tendered  for  filing 
a  proposed  change  in  its  presently  effec¬ 
tive  rate  schedule  for  the  sale  of  natural 
gas  subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Commission.  The  proposed  change, 
which  constitutes  an  increased  rate  and 
charge,  is  contained  in  the  following  des¬ 
ignated  filing: 

Description:  Notice  of  Change,  dated  June 
27,  1958. 

Purchaser :  United  Gas  Pipe  Line  Company. 

Rate  schedule  designation :  Supplement 
No.  3  to  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Sched¬ 
ule  No.  7. 

Effective  date:  August  1,  1958  (effective 
date  is  the  date  proposed  by  Respondent). 

Note:  The  remaining  text  of  this  doc¬ 
ument  is  identical  with  that  of  F.  R.  Doc. 
58-6178,  supra. 

By  the  Commission. 

[seal]  Joseph  H.  Gutride, 

Secretary. 


NOTICES 

[Docket  No.  G-15624] 

William  Herbert  Hunt  Trust  Estate 

ORDER  FOR  HEARING,  SUSPENDING  PROPOSED 
CHANGES  IN  RAT£S,  AND  ALLOWING  IN¬ 
CREASED  RATES  TO  BECOME  EFFECTIVE 

July  31, 1958. 

William  Herbert  Hunt  Trust  Estate 
(Respondent)  on  July  3,  1958,  tendered 
for  filing  a  proposed  change  in  his  pres¬ 
ently  effective  rate  schedule  for  the  sale 
of  natural  gas  subject  to  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  Commission.  The  proposed 
change,  which  constitutes  an  increased 
rate  and  charge,  is  contained  in  the  fol¬ 
lowing  designated  filing : 

Description:  Notice  of  Change,  undated. 
Purchaser:  Arkansas  Louisiana  Gas  Com¬ 
pany. 

Rate  schedule  designation:  Supplement 
No.  11  to  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Sched¬ 
ule  No.  3. 

Effective  date:  August  1,  1958  (effective 
date  is  the  date  proposed  by  Respondent. 

Note:  The  remaining  text  of  this  doc¬ 
ument  is  identical  with  that  of  F.  R.  Doc. 
58-6178,  supra. 

By  the  Commission.  > 

[seal]  Joseph  H.  Gutride, 

Secretary. 

[F.  R.  Doc.  58-6252;  Filed,  Aug.  7,  1958; 
8:49  a.  m.] 


[Docket  No.  G-15625] 

William  Herbert  Hunt  Trust  Estate 
d.  b.  a.  Park  Pipe  Line 

ORDER  FOP  HEARING,  SUSPENDING  PROPOSED 

CHANGE  IN  RATE,  AND  ALLOWING  IN¬ 
CREASED  RATE  TO  BECOME  EFFECTIVE 

July  31, 1958. 

William  Herbert  Hunt  Trust  Estate 
d.  b.  a.  Park  Pipe  Line  (Respondent)  on 
July  2,  1958,  tendered  for  filing  a  pro¬ 
posed  change  in  its  presently  effective 
rate  schedule  for  the  sale  of  natural  gas 
subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Com¬ 
mission.  The  proposed  change,  which 
constitutes  an  increased  rate  and  charge, 
is  contained  in  the  following  designated 
filing : 

Description:  Notice  of  Change,  undated. 

Purchaser :  Transcontinental  Gas  Pipe  Line 
Corporation. 

Rate  schedule  designation :  Supplement  No. 
2  to  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule 
No.  5. 

Effective  date:  August  1,  1958  (effective 
date  is  the  date  proposed  by  Respondent). 

Note  :  The  remaining  text  of  this  doc¬ 
ument  is  identical  with  that  of  F.  R.  Doc. 
58-6178,  supra. 

By  the  Commission. 

[seal]  Joseph  H.  Gutride, 

Secretary. 


[Docket  No.  G-15627] 

Estate  of  William  G.  Helm 

ORDER  FOR  HEARING,  SUSPENDING  PROPOSED 

CHANGES  IN  RATES,  AND  ALLOWING  M- 

CREASED  RATES  TO  BECOME  EFFECTIVE 

JULY  31, 1958. 

The  Estate  of  William  G.  Helis  (Re¬ 
spondent)  on  July  3,  1958,  tendered  for 
filing  proposed  changes  in  its  presently 
effective  rate  schedules  for  sales  erf  nat¬ 
ural  gas  subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  Commission.  The  proposed  changes 
which  constitute  increased  rates  and 
charges,  are  contained  in  the.  following 
designated  filings: 

Description:  Notice  of  Change,  dated  Juiv 
1, 1958.  1 

Purchaser:  Southern  Natural  Gas  Com¬ 
pany. 

Rate  schedule  designation:  (1)  Supple- 
ment  No.  2  to  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate 
Schedule  No.  2.  (2)  Supplement  No.  3  to 

Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule  No.  3. 

Effective  date:  August  1,  1958  (effective 
date  is  the  date  proposed  by  Respondent). 

Note:  The  remaining  text  of  this  doc¬ 
ument  is  identical  with  that  of  F.  R.  Doc. 
58-6178,  supra. 

By  the  Commission. 

[seal!  Joseph  H.  Gutride, 

Secretary. 

[F.  R.  Doc.  58-6254;  Filed,  Aug.  7,  1958; 

8:50  a.  m.] 


[Docket  No.  G-15632] 

Sun  Oil  Co.  et  al. 

ORDER  FOR  HEARING,  SUSPENDING  PROPOSES 

CHANGES  IN  RATES,  AND  ALLOWING  IN¬ 
CREASED  RATES  TO  BECOME  EFFECTIVE 

July  31, 1958. 

The  Sun  Oil  Company  (Operator)  et 
al.  (Respondent)  on  July  1  and  9,  1958, 
tendered  for  filing  proposed  changes  in 
its  presently  effective  rate  schedules  for 
sales  of  natural  gas  subject  to  the  juris¬ 
diction  of  the  Commission.  The  pro¬ 
posed  changes,  which  constitute  in¬ 
creased  rates  and  charges,  are  contained 
in  the  following  designated  filings: 

Description;  Notices  of  Change,  (1,  2,  3) 
dated  June  24,  1958,  (4  and  5)  undated. 

Purchaser:  (1)  Tennessee  Gas  Transmis¬ 
sion  Company,  (2  and  3)  Transcontinental 
Gas  Pipe  Line  Corporation,  (4  and  5)  Texas 
Eastern  Transmission  Corporation. 

Rate  schedule  designations:  (1)  Supple¬ 
ment  No.  15  to  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate 
Schedule  No.  37.  (2)  Supplement  No.  17  to 
Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule  No.  51. 
(3)  Supplement  No.  3  to  Respondent’s  FPC 
Gas  Rate  Schedule  No.  71.  (4)  Supplement 

No.  8  to  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Sched¬ 
ule  No.  36.  (5)  Supplement  No.  11  to  Re¬ 

spondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule  No.  35. 

Effective  date:  August  1,  1958  (effective 
date  is  the  date  proposed  by  Respondent). 

Note:  The  remaining  text  of  this  doc¬ 
ument  is  identical  with  that  of  F.  R.  Doc. 
58-6178,  supra. 

By  the  Commission. 

[seal]  Joseph  H.  Gutridb, 

Secretary. 


[F.  R.  Doc.  58-6251;  Filed,  Aug.  7,  1958;  [F.  R.  Doc.  58-6253;  Filed,  Aug.  7,  1958;  [F.  R.  Doc.  58-6255;  Filed,  Aug.  7,  1958; 

8:49a.m.]  8:50  a.  m.]  .  8:50a.m.] 
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Friday,  August  8,  1958 

[Docket  No.  G-15644] 

Crow  Drilling  &  Producing  Co.  et  al. 

ORDSB  FOR  HEARING,  SUSPENDING  PROPOSED 
8  CHANGE  IN  RATE,  AND  ALLOWING  IN¬ 
CREASED  RATE  TO  BECOME  EFFECTIVE 

July  31,  1958. 

Crow  Drilling  &  Producing  Company 
et  aL  (Respondent)  on  July  1,  1958, 
tendered  for  filing  a  proposed  change  in 
its  presently  effective  rate  schedule  for 
sales  of  natural  gas  subject  to  the  juris¬ 
diction  of  the  Commission.  The  pro¬ 
posed  change,  which  constitutes  an  in¬ 
creased  rate  and  charge,  is  contained  in 
the  following  designated  filing: 

Description:  Notice  of  Changer  dated  June 
38, 1958- 

purchaser:  Arkansas  Louisiana  Gas  Com¬ 
pany- 

Rate  schedule  designation:  Supplement 
Eo.  1  to  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule 
Ho.  1. 

Effective  date:  August  1,  1958  (effective 
date  is  the  date  proposed  by  Respondent) . 

Note:,  The  remaining  text  of  this  doc¬ 
ument  is  identical  with  that  of  F.  R.  Doc. 
58-6178,  supra. 

By  the  Commission. 

[seal]  Joseph  H.  Gutride, 

Secretary. 

[P.  R.  Doc.  58-6256;  Filed,  Aug.  7,  1958; 

8:50  a.  m.] 


[Docket  No.  G-15628] 

H.  L.  Hawkins  et  al. 

ORDER  FOR  HEARING,  SUSPENDING  PROPOSED 

CHANGES  IN  RATES,  AND  ALLOWING  IN¬ 
CREASED  RATES  TO  BECOME  EFFECTIVE 

July  31,  1958. 

H.  L.  Hawkins  et  al.  (Respondent)  on 
June  30,  1958,  tendered  for  filing  pro¬ 
posed  changes  in  his  presently  effective 
rate  schedules  for  sales  of  natural  gas 
subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Com¬ 
mission.  The  proposed  changes,  which 
constitute  increased  rates  and  charges, 
are  contained  in  the  following  designated 
filings: 

Description:  Notices  of  Change,  dated  June 
38, 1958. 

Purchasers:  (1)  Arkansas  Louisiana  Gas 
Company,  (2)  United  Fuel  Gas  Company, 
(8)  United  Gas  Pipe  Line  Company,  (4)  Texas 
Gas  Transmission  Corporation. 

Rate  schedule  designation:  (1)  Supple¬ 
ment  No.  9  to  Respondent’s  FPC  pas  Rate 
Schedule  No.  4.  (2)  Supplement  No.  1  to 

Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule  No.  7. 
(3)  Supplement  No.  1  to  Respondent’s  FPC 
Gas  Rate  Schedule  No.  8.  (4)  Supplement 

No.  4  to  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Sched¬ 
ule  No.  1. 

Effective  date:  August  1,  1958  (effective 
date  is  the  date  proposed  by  Respondent). 

Note:  The  remaining  text  of  this  doc¬ 
ument  is  identical  with  that  of  F.  R.  Doc. 
58-6178,  supra. 

By  the  Commission. 

[seal]  Joseph  H.  Gutride, 

4  Secretary. 

[P.  R.  Doc.  58-6257;  Filed,  Aug.  7,  1958; 

8:50  a.  m.] 


[Docket  No.  G-15629] 

Placid  Oil  Co. 

ORDER  FOR  HEARING,  LUSPENDINC  PROPOSED 

CHANGES  IN  RATES,  AND  ALLOWING  IN¬ 
CREASED  RATES  TO  BECOME  EFFECTIVE 

July  31,  1958. 

The  Placid  Oil  Company  (Respondent) 
on  June  30,  1958,  tendered  for  filing  pro¬ 
posed  changes  in  its  presently  effective 
rate  schedules  for  sales  of  natural  gas 
subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Com¬ 
mission.  The  proposed  changes,  which 
constitute  increased  rates  and  charges, 
are  contained  in  the  following  designated 
filings: 

Description :  Notices  of  Change,  dated  June 
27,  1958. 

Purchasers:  (1)  United  Gas  Pipe  Line 
Company,  (2)  Texa§  Gas  Transmission  Cor¬ 
poration. 

Rate  schedule  designations:  (1)  Supple¬ 
ment  No.  6  to  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate 
Schedule  No.  6.  (2)  Supplement  No.  2  to 

Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule  No.  8. 

Effective  date:  August  1,  1958  (effective 
date  is  the  date  proposed  by  Respondent) . 

Note:  The  remaining  text  of  this  doc¬ 
ument  is  identical  with  that  of  F.  R.  Doc. 
58-6178,  supra. 

By  the  Commission. 

[seal]  Joseph  H.  Gutride. 

Secretary. 

[F.  R.  Doc.  58-6258;  Filed,  Aug.  7,  1958;. 

8:50  a.  m.] 


[Docket  No.  G-15631] 

Williams  Pressure  Service 

ORDER  FOR  HEARING,  SUSPENDING  PROPOSED 

CHANGE  IN  RATE,  AND  ALLOWING  IN¬ 
CREASED  RATE  TO  BECOME  EFFECTIVE 

July  31,  1958. 

The  Williams  Pressure  Service  (Re¬ 
spondent)  on  July  1,  1958,  tendered  for 
filing  a  proposed  change  in  its  presently 
effective  rate  schedule  for  the  sale  of 
natural  gas  subject  to  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  Commission.  The  proposed 
change,  which  constitutes  an  increased 
rate  and  charge,  is  contained  in  the  fol¬ 
lowing  designated  filings: 

Description:  Notice  of  Change,  dated  June 
27,  1958. 

Purchaser:  Texas  Eastern  Transmission 
Corporation. 

Rate  schedule  designation:  Supplement 
No.  1  to  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Sched¬ 
ule  No.l. 

Effective  date;  August  1,  1958  (effective 
date  is  the  date  proposed  by  Respondent). 

Note:  The  remaining  text  of  this  doc¬ 
ument  is  identical  with  that  of  F.  R.  Doc. 
58-6178,  supra. 

By  the  Commission. 

[seal]  Joseph  H.  Gutride, 

Secretary. 

[P.  R.  Doc.  58-6259;  Filed,  Aug.  7.  1958; 

8:51  a.  m.] 


[Docket  No.  G-15633] 

Sum  Oil  Co. 

ORDER  FOR  HEARING,  SUSPENDING  PROPOSED 

CHANGES  IN  RATES,  AND  ALLOWING  IN- 
'  CREASED  RATES  TO  BECOME  EFFECTIVE 

July  31,  1958. 

The  Sim  Oil  Company  (Respondent) 
on  July  1,  1958,  tendered  for  filing  pro¬ 
posed  changes  in  its  presently  effective 
rate  schedules  for,  sales  of  natural  gas 
subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Com¬ 
mission.  The  proposed  changes,  which 
constitute  increased  rates  and  charges, 
are  contained  in  the  following  designated 
filings: 

Description:  Notices  of  Change,  dated  June 
24.  1958. 

Purchasers:  (1)  United  Gas  Pine  Line  Com¬ 
pany,  (2)  Tennessee  Gas  Transmission  Com¬ 
pany,  (3)  Texas  Gas  Transmission  Corpora¬ 
tion.  , 

Rate  schedule  designations:  (1)  Supple¬ 
ment  No.  6  to  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate 
Schedule  No.  63.  (2)  Supplement  No.  2  to 

Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule  No. 
72.  (3)  Supplement  No.  2  to  Respondent’s 

FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule  No.  93. 

Effective  date:  August  1.  1958  (effective 
date  is  the  date  proposed  by  Respondent). 

Note:  The  remaining  text  of  this  doc¬ 
ument  is  identical  with  that  of  F.  R.  Doc. 
58-6178,  supra. 

By  the  Commission. 

{seal]  Joseph  H.  Gutride, 

Secretary. 

[F.  R.  Doc'  58-6260;  Filed,  Aug.  7,  1958; 

8:51  a.  m.] 


[Docket  No.  G-15634] 

James  Muslow  et  al. 

ORDER  FOR  HEARING,  SUSPENDING  PROPOSED 

CHANGE  IN  RATE,  AND  ALLOWING  IN¬ 
CREASED  RATE  TO  BECOME  EFFECTIVE 

July  31,  1958. 

James  Muslow  et  al.  (Respondent) 
on  July  7,  1958,  tendered  for  filing  a  pro¬ 
posed  change  in  his  presently  effective 
rate  schedule  for  the  sale  of  natural  gas 
subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Com¬ 
mission.  The  proposed  change,  which 
constitutes  an  increased  rate  and  charge, 
is  contained  in  the  following  designated 
filing: 

Description:  Notice  of  Change,  dated  June 
28,  1958. 

Purchaser:  Arkansas  Louisiana  Gas  Com¬ 
pany. 

Rate  schedule  designation^  Supplement 
No.  2  to  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Sched¬ 
ule  No.  1. 

Effective  date:  August  1,  1958  (effective 
date  is  the  date  proposed  by  Respondent). 

Note:  The  remaining  text  of  this  doc¬ 
ument  is  identical  with  that  of  F.  R.  Doc. 
58-6178,  supra. 

By  the  Commission. 

[seal]  Joseph  H.  Gutride, 

Secretary. 

[F.  R.  Doc.  58-6261;  Filed,  Aug.  7,  1958; 

8:51  a.  m.j 


NOTICES 


[Docket  No.  Q-15671I 
J.  R.  Butler 

ORDER  FOR  HEARING,  SUSPENDING  PROPOSES 
CHANGE  IN  RATE,  AND  ALLOWING  1*. 
CREASED  RATE  TO  BECOME  EFFECTIVE 

JULY  31, 1958, 

J.  R.  Butler  (Respondent)  on  July  io 
1958,  tendered  for  filing  a  proposed 
change  in  his  presently  effective  rate 
schedule  for  sales  of  natural  gas  subject 
to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Commission. 
The  proposed  change,  which  constitutes 
an  increased  rate  and  charge,  is  con- 
tained  in  the  following  designated  filing" 

Description:  Notice  of  Change,  dated  Jul» 
8,  1958.  1 

Purchaser :  United  Gas  Pipe  Line  Company 
Rate  schedule  designation:  Supplement 
No.  6  to  Respondent’s  PPC  Gas  Rate  Sched 
ule  No.  1. 

Effective  date:  August  1,  1958  (effective 
date  is  the  date  proposed  by  Respondent). 

Note:  The  remaining  text  of  this  doc¬ 
ument  is  identical  with  that  of  F.  R.  Doc. 
58-6178,  supra. 

By  the  Commission. 

[seal]  Joseph  H.  Gutride, 

Secretary. 

.  [P.  R.  Doc.  58-6266;  Filed,  Aug.  7,  1958; 
8:52  a.  m.] 


[Docket  No.  G-l 5651] 
Amerada  Petroleum  Corp. 


Note  :  The  remaining  text  of  this  doc¬ 
ument  is  identical  with  that  of  F.  R.  Doc. 
58-6178,  supra. 

/  _ 

By  the  Commission. 

[seal!  Joseph  H.  Gutride, 

Secretary. 

JF.  R.  Doc.  58-6263;  Filed,  Aug.  7,  1958; 
8:52  a.  m.[ 


ORDER  FOR  HEARING,  SUSPENDING  PROPOSED 

CHANGES  IN  RATES,  AND  ALLOWING  IN¬ 
CREASED  RATES  TO  BECOME  EFFECTIVE 

July  31,  1958. 

Amerada  Petroleum  Corporation  (Re¬ 
spondent)  on  June  30, 1958,  tendered  for 
.filing  proposed  changes  in  its  presently 
effective  rate  schedules  for  sales  of  nat¬ 
ural  gas  subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  Commission.  The  proposed  changes, 
which  constitute  increased  rates  and 
charges,  are  contained  in  the  following 
designated  filings: 

Description:  Notices  of  Change,  dated  June 
28,  and  30,  1958. 

Purchaser:  Texas  Gas  Transmission  Cor¬ 
poration. 

Rate  schedule  designation:  (1)  Supple¬ 
ment  No.  5  to  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate 
Schedule  No.  9.  (2)  Supplement  No.  4  to 

Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule  No.  12. 

Effective  date:  August  1,  1958  (effective 
date  is  the  date  proposed  by  Respondent). 

Note:  The  remaining  text  of  this  doc¬ 
ument  is  identical  with  that  of  F.  R.  Doc. 
58-6178,  supra. 

By  the  Commission. 

[seal]  Joseph  H.  Gutride, 

Secretary. 

(F.  R.  Doc.  58-6262;  Filed,  Aug.  7,  1958; 

8:51  a.  m.[ 


•  [  Docket  No.  G— 15669  ] 

George  Parker  et  al. 

ORDER  FOR  HEARING,  SUSPENDING  PROPOSED 
CHANGE  IN  RATE,  AND  ALLOWING  IN¬ 
CREASED  RATE  TO  BECOME  EFFECTIVE 

July  31, 1958. 

George  Parker  et  al.  (Respondent)  on 
July  1,  1958,  tendered  for  filing  a  pro¬ 
posed  change  in  his  presently  effective 
rate  schedule  for  sales  of  natural  gas 
subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Com¬ 
mission.  The  proposed  change,  which 
constitutes  an  increased  rate  and  charge, 
is  contained  in  the  following  designated 
filing : 

Description:  Notice  of  Change,  dated  June 
27, 1958. 

Purchaser :  United  Gas  Pipe  Line  Company. 
Rate  schedule  designation:  Supplement 
No.  1  to  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Sched¬ 
ule  No.  1. 

Effective  date:  August  1,  1958  (effective 
date  is  the  date  proposed  by  Respondent). 

Note:  The  remaining  text  of  this  doc¬ 
ument  is  identical  with  that  of  F.  R.  Doc. 
58-6178,  supra. 

By  the  Commission. 

[seal]  Joseph  H.  Gutride, 

Secretary. 

[F.  R.  Doc.  58-6264;  Filed.  Aug.  7,  1958; 
8:52  a.m.] 


[Docket  No.  G-15635] 

Gilbert  S.  Johnson 

ORDER  FOR  HEARING,  SUSPENDING  PROPOSED 
CHANGE  IN  RATE,  AND  ALLOWING  IN¬ 
CREASED  RATE  TO  BECOME  EFFECTIVE 

July  31,  1958. 

Gilbert  S.  Johnson  (Respondent)  on 
July  7,  1958,  tendered  for  filing  a  pro¬ 
posed  change  in  his  presently  effective 
rate  schedule  for  the  sale  of  natural  gas 
subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Com¬ 
mission.  The  proposed  change,  which 
constitutes  an  increased  rate  and  charge, 
is  contained  in  the  following  designated 
filing: 

Description:  Notice  of  Change,  dated  June 
28,  1958. 

Purchaser:  United  Gas  Pipe  Line  Company. 
Rate  schedule  designation:  Supplement 
No.  2  to  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule 
No.  1. 

Effective  date:  August  1,  1958  (effective 
date  is  the  date  proposed  by  Respondent). 

Note  :  The  remaining  text  of  this  doc¬ 
ument  is  identical  with  that  of  F.  R.  Doc. 
58-6178,  supra. 

By  the  Commission. 

[seal]  Joseph  H.  Gutride, 

Secretary. 

[F.  R.  Doc.  58-6267;  Filed,  Aug.  7,  1958; 
8:52  a.  m.J 


[Docket  No.  G-15662] 
Sinclair  Oil  &  Gas  Co. 


ORDER  FOR  HEARING,  SUSPENDING  PROPOSED 
CHANGES  in  rates,  and  allowing  in¬ 
creased  RATES  TO  BECOME  EFFECTIVE 


[Docket  No.  G-15670] 

Leonard  W.  Phillips  et  al. 

ORDER  FOR  HEARING,  SUSPENDING  PROPOSED 
CHANGE  IN  RATE,  AND  ALLOWING  IN¬ 
CREASED  RATE  TO  BECOME  EFFECTIVE 

JULY  31,  1958. 

Leonard  W.  Phillips  et  al.  (Respond¬ 
ent)  on  July  10,  1958,  tendered  for  filing 
a  proposed  change  in  his  presently  effec¬ 
tive  rate  schedule  for  sales  of  natural 
gas  subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Commission.  The  proposed  change, 
which  constitutes  an  increased  rate  and 
charge,  is  contained  in  the  following 
designated  filing: 

Description:  Notice  of  Change,  dated  July 
8,  1958. 

Purchaser :  United  Gas  Pipe  Line  Company. 
Rate  schedule  designation:  Supplement  No. 
7  to  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule 
No,  5. 

Effective  date:  August  1,  1958  (effective 
date  is  the  date  proposed  by  Respondent). 

Note:  The  remaining  text  of  this  doc¬ 
ument  is  identical  with  that  of  F.  R.  Doc. 
58-6178,  supra. 

By  the  Commission. 

[seal]  Joseph  H.  Gutride, 

Secretary. 

[F.  R.  Doc.  58-6265;  Filed,  Aug.  7,  1958; 
8:52  a.  m.] 


July  31,  1958. 

Sinclair  Oil  &  Gas  Company  (Respond¬ 
ent)  on  July  3  and  11, 1958,  tendered  for 
filing  proposed  changes  in  its  presently 
effective  rate  schedules  for  sales  of  nat¬ 
ural  gas  subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Commission.  The  proposed  changes, 
which  constitute  increased  rates  and 
charges,  are  contained  in  the  following 
designated  filings: 

Description:  Notices  of  Change,  dated 
July  1,  7  and  8,  1958. 

Purchasers:  (1  and  2)  Southern  Natural 
Gas  Company,  (3  and  5)  Transcontinental 
Gas  Pipe  Line  Corporation,  (4  and  8)  United 
Gas  Pipe  Line  Company,  (6)  Trunkline  Gas 
Company,  (7)  Texas  Gas  Transmission  Cor¬ 
poration,  (9)  Arkansas  Louisiana  Gas  Com¬ 
pany. 

Rate  schedule  designation:  1.  Supplement 
No.  7  to  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule 
No.  97.  2.  Supplement  No.  4  to  Respondent’s 
FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule /No.  95.  3.  Supple¬ 
ment  NO.  2  to  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate 
Schedule  No.  78.  4.  Supplement  No.  2  to 
Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule  No.  66. 
5.  Supplement  No.  2  to  Respondent’s  FPC 
Gas  Rate  Schedule  No.  58.  6.  Supplement 
No.  6  to  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule 
No.  33.  7.  Supplement  No.  1  to  Respondent’s 
FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule  No.  138.  8.  Supple¬ 
ment  No.  8  to  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate 
Schedule  No.  102.  9.  Supplement  No.  1  to 
Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule  No.  137. 

Effective  date:  August  1,  1958  (effective 
date  is  the  date  proposed  by  Respondent). 


[Docket  No.  15659] 

Claude  M.  Langton,  Trustee 

ORDER  FOR  HEARING,  SUSPENDING  PROPOSED 
CHANGE  IN  RATE,  AND  ALLOWING  IN¬ 
CREASED  RATE  TO  BECOME  ^FFECTIVK 

July  31,  1958. 

Claude  M.  Langton  (Respondent)  on 
July  3,  1958,  tendered  for  filing  a  pro- 
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nosed  change  in  his  presently  effective 
Reschedule  for  sales  of  natural  gas 
subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Com¬ 
mission.  The  proposed  change,  which 
oonstitutes  an  increased  rate  and  charge, 
is  contained  in  the  following  designated 

filing: 

Description:  Notice  of  Change,  undated, 
purchaser:  Trunking  Gas  Company. 

Bate  schedule  designation:  Supplement 
No.  3  to  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule 

^Effective  date:  August  1,  1958  (effective 
<late  is  the  date  proposed  by  Respondent). 

Npte:  The  remaining  text  of  this  doc¬ 
ument  is  identical  with  that  of  P.  R.  Doc. 
58-61^3.  supra. 

By  the  Comr^sion. 

[seal]  Joseph  H.  Gutride, 

Secretary. 

rp  R.  Doc.  58-6268;  Filed,  Aug.  7,  1958; 
1  '  8:52  a.  m.] 


[Docket  No.  G-15674] 

Delta  Caribbean  Oil  Corp. 
order  for  hearing,  suspending  proposed 

CHANGE  IN  RATE,  AND  ALLOWING  IN¬ 
CREASED  RATE  TO  BECOME  EFFECTIVE 

July  31, 1958. 

Delta  Caribbean  Oil  Corporation  (Re¬ 
spondent)  on  July  14,  1958,  tendered  for 
filing  a  proposed  change  in  its  presently 
effective  rate  schedule  for  sales  of  nat¬ 
ural  gas  subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of 
th^  Commission.  The  proposed  change, 
which  constitutes  an  increased  rate  and 
charge,  is  contained  in  the  following 
designated  filing : 

Description:  Notice  of  Change,  dated  July 

3, 1958. 

Purchaser:  Arkansas  Louisiana  Gas  Com¬ 
pany. 

Rate  schedule  designation:  Supplement 
No.  7  to  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate- Schedule 
No.  1. 

Effective  date:  August  1,  1958  (effective 
date  is  the  date  proposed  by  Respondent). 

Note:  The  remaining  text  of  this  doc¬ 
ument  is  identical  with  that  of  F.  R.  Doc. 
58-6178,  supra. 

By  the  Commission. 

[seal]  Joseph  H.  Gutride, 

Secretary. 

[P.  R.  Doc.  58-6269;  Filed,  Aug.  7,  1958; 

8:52  a.  m.] 


[Docket  No.  G-15687] 

Humble  Oil  &  Refining  Co. 

ORDER  FOR  HEARING,  SUSPENDING  PROPOSED 
CHANGES  IN  RATES,  AND  ALLOWING  IN¬ 
CREASED  RATES  TO  BECOME  EFFECTIVE 

’July  31, 1958. 

Humble  Oil  &  Refining  Company  (Re¬ 
spondent)  on  July  14,  1958,  tendered  for 
filing  proposed  changes  in  its  presently 
effective  rate  schedules  for  sales  of  nat¬ 
ural  gas  subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Commission.  The  proposed  changes, 
which  constitute  increased  rates  and 
charges,  are  contained  in  the  following 
designated  filings: 


Description :  Notices  of  Change,  dated  July 
9,  1958. 

Purchasers:  (1)  Gas  Gathering  Corpora¬ 
tion,  (2,  3,  4,  7,  8  and  9)  United  Gas  Pipe 
Line  Company,  (5)  American  Louisiana  Pipe 
Line  Company,  (6)  Texas  Gas  Transmission 
Corporation. 

Rate  schedule  designation:  (1)  Supple¬ 
ment  No.  2  to  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate 
Schedule  No.  120.  (2)  Supplement  No.  1  to 

Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule  No. 
123.  (3)  Supplement  No.  1  to  Respondent’s 

FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule  No.  124.  (4)  Supple¬ 
ment  No.  1  to  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas-  Rate 
Schedule  No.  115.  (5)  Supplement  No.  1  to 

Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule  No. 
140.  (6)  Supplement  No.  5  to  Respondent’s 
FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule  No.  29.  (7)  Supple¬ 
ment  No.  3  to  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate 
Schedule  No.  30.  (8)  Supplement  No.  5  to 

Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule  No.  34. 
(9)  Supplement  No.  1  to  Respondent’s  FPC 
Gas  Rate  Schedule  No.  136. 

Effective  date:  August  1,  1958  (effective 
date  is  the  date  proposed  by  Respondent)- 

Note:  The  remaining  text  of  this  doc¬ 
ument  is  identical  with  that  of  F.  R.  Doc. 
58-6178,  supra. 

By  the  Commission. 

[seal]  Joseph  H.  Gutride, 

Secretary. 

[F.  R.  Doc.  58-6270;  Filed,  Aug.  7,  1958; 

8:52  a.  m.] 


[Docket  No.  G-15718] 

Humble  Oil  &  Refining  Co. 

ORDER  FOR  HEARING,  SUSPENDING  PROPOSED 

CHANGES  IN  RATES,  AND  ALLOWING  IN¬ 
CREASED  RATES  TO  BECOME  EFFECTIVE 

July  31, 1958. 

The  Humble  Oil  &  Refining  Company 
(Respondent)  on  July  14,  1958,  tendered 
for  filing  proposed  changes  in  its 
presently  effective  rate  schedules  for 
sales  of  natural  gas  subject  to  the  juris¬ 
diction  of  the  Commission.  The  pro¬ 
posed  changes,  which  constitute  in¬ 
creased  rates  and  charges,  are  contained 
in  the  following  designated  filings: 

Description:  Notices  of  Change,  dated  July 
9,1958. 

Purchasers:  (1)  Southern  Natural  Gas 
Company,  (2,  3,  4  and  5)  United  Fuel  Gas 
Company,  (6)  Texas  Gas  Transmission  Cor¬ 
poration,  (7  and  8)  Tennessee  Gas  Transmis¬ 
sion  Company. 

Rate  schedule  designations:  (1)  Supple¬ 
ment  No.  12  to  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate 
Schedule  No.  39.  (2)  Supplement  No.  6  to 

Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule  No.  25. 
(3)  Supplement  No.  6  to  Respondent’s  FPC 
Gas  Rate  Schedule  No.  24.  (4)  Supplement 

No.  7  to  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule 
No.  23.  (5)  Supplement  No.  6  to  Re¬ 

spondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule  No.  26. 
(6)  Supplement  No.  2  to  Respondent’s  FPC 
Gas  Rate  Schedule  No.  127.  (7)  Supplement 

No.  8  to  Respondents’  FPC  Gas  Rate  Sched¬ 
ule  No.  36.  (8)  Supplement  No.  3  to  Re¬ 

spondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule  No.  37. 

Effective  date:  August  1,  1958  (effective 
date  is  the  date  proposed  by  Respondent). 

Note:  The  remaining  text  of  this  doc¬ 
ument  is  identical  with  that  of  F.  R.  Doc. 
58-6178,  supra. 

By  the  Commission. 

[seal]  Joseph  H.  Gutride, 

Secretary. 

[F.  R.  Doc.  58-6271;  Filed,  Aug.  7,  1958; 

8:53  a.  m.J 


[Docket  No.  G-15720] 

Tidewater  Oil  Co. 

ORDER  FOR  HEARING,  "SUSPENDING  PROPOSER 

CHANGES  IN  RATES,  AND  ALLOWING  IN¬ 
CREASED  RATES  TO  BECOME  EFFECTIVE 

July  31, 1958. 

The  Tidewater  Oil  Company  (Re¬ 
spondent)  on  July  11  and  July  16,  1958. 
tendered  for  filing  proposed  changes  in 
its  presently  effective  rate  schedules  for  * 
sales  of  natural  gas  subject  to  the  juris¬ 
diction  of  the  Commission.  The  pro¬ 
posed  changes,  which  constitute  in¬ 
creased  rates  and  charges,  are  contained 
in  the  following  designated  filings: 

Description:  Notices  of  Change,  dated  July 
8  and  14, 1958. 

Purchasers :  (1)  United  Gas  Pipe  Line  Com¬ 
pany,  (2)  United  Fuel  Gas  Company. 

Rate  schedule  designations:  <1)  Supple¬ 
ment  No.  4  to  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate 
Schedule  No.  34.  (2)  Supplement  No.  8  to 

Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule  No.  26. 

Effective  date:  August  1,  1958  (effective 
date  is  the  date  proposed  by  Respondent). 

Note:  The  remaining  text  of  this  doc¬ 
ument  is  identical  with  that  of  F.  R.  Doc. 
58-6178,  supra. 

By  the  Commission. 

[seal]  Joseph  H.  Gutride, 

Secretary. 

[F.  R.  Doc.  58-6272;  Filed,  Aug.  7,  1958; 

8:53  a.  m.] 


[Docket  No.  G-15726]  « 

Harry  W.  Bass 

ORDER  FOR  HEARING,  SUSPENDING  PROPOSED 

CHANGE  IN  RATE,  AND  ALLOWING  IN¬ 
CREASED  RATE  TO  BECOME  EFFECTIVE 

July  31,  1958. 

Harry  W.  Bass  (Respondent)  on  July 
22,  1958,  tendered  for  filing  a  proposed 
change  in  his  presently  effective  rate 
schedule  for  the  sale  of  natural  gas  sub¬ 
ject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Commis¬ 
sion.  The  proposed  change,  which  con¬ 
stitutes  an  increased  rate  and  charge,  is 
contained  in  the  following  designated 
filing : 

Description:  Notice  of  Change,  dated  July 
21,  1958. 

Purchaser:  Arkansas  Louisiana  Gas  Com¬ 
pany. 

Rate  schedule  designation:  Supplement 
No.  7  to  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule 
No.  1. 

Effective  date:  August  1,  1958  (effective 
date  is  the  date  proposed  by  Respondent) . 

Note:  The  remaining  text  of  this  doc¬ 
ument  is  identical  with  that  of  F.  R.  Doc. 
58-6178,  supra. 

By  the  Commission. 

[seal]  Joseph  H.  Gutride, 

Secretary. 

[F.  R.  Doc.  58-6273;  Filed,  Aug.  7,  1958; 
.  8:53  a.  m.] 
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[Docket  No.  G-15740] 

D.  B.  McConnell  et  al. 

ORDER  FOR  HEARING,  SUSPENDING  PROPOSED 

CHANGES  IN  RATES,  AND  ALLOWING  IN¬ 
CREASED  RATES  TO  BECOME  EFFECTIVE 

'  July  31,  1958. 

D.  B.  McConnell  et  al.  (Respondent) 
on  July  17,  1958,  tendered  for  filing  pro¬ 
posed  changes  in  his  presently  effective 
rate  schedules  for  sales  of  natural  gas 
subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Com¬ 
mission.  The  proposed  changes,  which 
constitute  increased  rates  and  charges, 
are  contained  in  the  following  designated 
filings: 

Description:  Notices  of  Change,  dated  July 
2, 1958. 

Purchaser:  (1)  Texas  Gas  Transmission 

Corporation,  (2)  Texas  Gas  Transmission 

Corporation.  (3)  Texas  Gas  Transmission 

Corporation. 

Rate  schedule  designation:  (1)  Supple¬ 
ment  No.  2  to  Respondent’s  FP<j  Gas  Rate 
Schedule  No.  1.  (2)  Supplement  No.  2  to 

Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule  No.  2. 
(3)  Supplement  No.  2  to  Respondent’s  FPC 
Gas  Rate  Schedule  No.  3. 

Effective  date:  August  1,  1958  (effective 
date  is  the  date  proposed  by  Respondent). 

Note:  The  remaining  text  of  this  doc¬ 
ument  is  identical  with  that  of  P.  R.  Doc. 
58-6178,  supra. 

By  the  Commission. 

[seal]  Joseph  H.  Gutride, 

Secretary. 

[F.  R.  Doc.  58-6274;  Filed,  Aug.  7,  1958; 

8:53  a.  m.] 


[Docket  No.  G-15745] 

Union  Producing  Co. 

ORDER  FOR  HEARING,  SUSPENDING.  PROPOSED 
CHANGE  IN  RATE,  AND  ALLOWING  IN¬ 
CREASED  RATE  TO  BECOME  EFFECTIVE 

.  July  31, 1958. 

Union  Producing  Company  (Respond¬ 
ent)  on  June  30, 1958,  tendered  for  filing 
a  proposed  change  in  its  presently  effec¬ 
tive  rate  schedule  for  sales  of  natural  gas 
subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Com¬ 
mission.  The  proposed  change,  which 
constitutes  an  increased  rate  and  charge, 
is  contained  in  the  following  designated 
filing: 

Description :  Notice  of  Change,  dated  June 
30. 1958. 

Purchaser:  Southern  Natural  Gas  Com¬ 
pany. 

Rate  schedule  designation :  Supplement  No. 
2  to  Respondent ’8  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule 
No.  91. 

Effective  date:  August  1,  1958  (effective 
date  is  the  date  proposed  by  Respondent). 

Note  :  The  remaining  text  of  this  doc¬ 
ument  is  identical  with  that  of  F.  R.  Doc. 
58-6178,  supra. 

By  the  Commission. 

[seal]  Joseph  H.  Gutride, 

Secretary. 

[F.  R.  Doc.  58-6275;  Filed,  Aug.  7.  1958; 
8:53  a.  m.] 


[Docket  No.  G-15747] 

Peterson  Petroleum  Corp. 

ORDER  FOR  HEARING,  SUSPENDING  PROPOSED 
CHANGE  IN  RATE,  AND  ALLOWING  IN¬ 
CREASED  RATE  TO  BECOME  EFFECTIVE 

July  31, 1958. 

Peterson  Petroleum  Corporation  (Re¬ 
spondent)  on  July  21,  1958,  tendered  for 
filing  a  proposed  change  in  its  presently 
effective  rate  schedule  for  sales  of  nat¬ 
ural  gas  subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Commission.  The  proposed  change, 
which  constitutes  an  increased  rate  and 
charge,  is  .contained  in  the  following 
designated  filing : 

Description:  Notice  of  Change,  undated. 
Purchaser:  Southern  Natur&l  Gas  Com¬ 
pany. 

Rate  schedule  designation :  Supplement  No 
3  to  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule 
No.  1. 

Effective  date:  August  1,  1958  (effective 
date  is  the  date  proposed  by  Respondent). 

Note:  The  remaining  text  of  this  doc¬ 
ument  is  identical  with  that  of  F.  R.  Doc. 
58-6178,  supra. 

By  the  Commission. 

[seal]  Joseph  H.  Gutride, 

Secretary. 

[F.  R.  Doc.  58-6276;  Filed,  Aug.  7,  1958; 
8:53  a.  m.] 


[Docket  No.  G-15616] 

States  Oil  Co.  et  al. 

ORDER  FOR  HEARING,  SUSPENDING  PROPOSED 
CHANGES  IN  RATES,  AND  ALLOWING  IN¬ 
CREASED  RATES  TO  BECOME  EFFECTIVE 

July  31, 1958. 

States  Oil  Company  (Operator)  et  al. 
(Respondent)  on  July  1,  1958,  tendered 
for  filing  proposed  changes  in  its  pres¬ 
ently  effective  rate  schedules  for  sales 
of  natural  gas  subject  to  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  Commission.  The  proposed 
changes,  which  constitute  increased  rates 
and  charges,  are  contained  in  the  follow¬ 
ing  designated  filings: 

Description:  Notices  of  Change,  dated  June 
27.  1958. 

Purchaser:  United  Gas  Pipe  Line  Company. 
Rate  schedule  designation :  Supplement 
No.  3  to  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Sched¬ 
ule  No.  1.  Supplement  No.  5  to  Respond¬ 
ent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule  No.  3. 

Effective  date:  August  1,  1958  (effective 
date  is  the  date  proposed  by  Respondent) . 

Note  :  The  remaining  text  of  this  doc¬ 
ument  is  identical  with  that  of  F.  R.  Doc. 
58-6178,  supra. 

By  the  Commission. 

[seal]  Joseph  H.  Gutride,  - 

Secretary. 

[F.  R.  Doc.  58-6277;  Filed.  Aug.  7.  1958; 
8:53  a.  m.] 


[Docket  No.  G-15719] 

Atlantic  Refining  Co. 

ORDER  FOR  HEARING,  SUSPENDING  PROPOSED 

CHANGES  IN  RATES,  AND  ALLOWING  IR. 

CREASED  RATES  TO  BECOME  EFFECTIVE 

July  31, 1958. 

The  Atlantic  Refining  Company  (Re¬ 
spondent)  on  July  15  and  16,  1958,  tenl 
dered  for  filing  proposed  changes  in  its 
presently  effective  rate  schedules  for 
sales  of  natural  gas  subject  to  the  juris¬ 
diction  of  the  Commission.  The  pro- 
posed  changes,  which  constitute  in¬ 
creased  rates  and  charges,  are  contained 
in  the  following  designated  filings: 

Description :  Notices  of  Change,  dated  Julv 
11,  1958.  1 

Purchasers:  (1)  Olin  Gas  Transmission 
Corporation,  (2)  Texas  Gas  Transmission 
Corporation,  (3  and  4)  United  Fuel  Gas 
Company. 

Rate  schedule  designations:  (1)  Supple, 
ment  No.  8  to  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate 
Schedule  No.  56.  (2)  Supplement  No.  7  to 

Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule  No.  57, 
(3)  Supplement  No.  6  to  Respondent’s  FPC 
Gas  Rate  Schedule  No.  63.  (4)  Supplement 
No.  5  to  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule 
No.  166. 

Effective  date:  August  1,  1958  (effective 
date  is  the  date  proposed  by  Respondent). 

Note  :  The  remaining  text  of  this  doc¬ 
ument  is  identical  with  that  of  F.  R.  Doc. 
58-6178,  supra. 

By  the  Commission. 

v 

[seal]  Joseph  H.  Gutride, 

Secretary. 

[F.  R.  Doc.  58-6278;  Filed,  Aug.  7,  1958; 

8:53  a.  m.] 


[Docket  No.  G-15733] 

Hurley  Oil  and  Gas  Co.  et  al. 

ORDER  FOR  HEARING,  SUSPENDING  PROPOSED 
CHANGES  IN  RATES,  AND  ALLOWING  IN¬ 
CREASED  RATES  TO  BECOME  EFFECTIVE 

July  31,  1958. 

Hurley  Oil  and  'Gas  Company  et  al. 
(Respondent)  on  July  17,  1958,  tendered 
for  filing  proposed  changes  in  its  pre¬ 
sently  effective  rate  schedules  for  sales 
of  natural  gas  subject  to  the  jurisdic¬ 
tion  of  the  Commission.  The  proposed 
changes,  which  constitute  increased 
rates  and  charges,  are  contained  in  the 
following  designated  filings: 

.  f  f  , 

Description:  Notices  of  Change,  dated 
July  15,  1958. 

Purchasers:  (1)  Arkansas  Louisiana  Gas 
Company,  (2)  Tennessee  Gas  Transmission 
Company. 

Rate  schedule  designation:  (1)  Supple¬ 
ment  No.  2  to  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate 
Schedule  No.  6.  (2)  Supplement  No.  2  to 

Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule  No.  3. 

Effective  date:  August  1,  1958  (effective 
date  is  the  date  proposed  by  Respondent) . 

Note  :  The  remaining  text  of  this  doc¬ 
ument  is  identical  with  that  of  F.  R.  Doc. 
58-6178,  supra. 

By  the  Commission. 

[seal]  Joseph  H.  Gutride, 

Secretary. 

[F.  R.  Doc.  58-6279;  Filed,  Aug.  7,  1958; 
8:53  a.  m.] 
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[Docket  No.  G-15756] 

Tidewater  Oil  Co.  et  al. 

nBDSE  FOR  HEARING,  SUSPENDING  PROPOSED 
CHANGE  IN  RATE,  AND  ALLOWING  in¬ 
creased  rate  to  become  effective 
July  31, 1958. 

Tidewater  Oil  Company  (Operator)  et 
(Respondent)  on  July  21,  1958, 
tendered  for  filing  a  proposed  change  in 
^  presently  effective  rate  schedule  for 
.aies  of  natural  gas  subject  to  the  juris¬ 
diction  of  the  Commission.  The  pro¬ 
posed  change,  which  constitutes  an  in¬ 
creased  rate  and  charge,  is  contained 
in  the  following  designated  filing: 

Description:  Notice  of  Change,  dated  July 

17, 1958. 

purchaser :  United  Gas  Pipe  Line  Company. 
Rate  schedule  designation:  Supplement 
No.  2  to  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Sched¬ 
ule  No.  71. — 

Effective  date:  August  1,  1958  (effective 
date  is  the  date  proposed  by  Respondent) . 

Note:  The  remaining  text  of  this  doc¬ 
ument  is  identical  with  that  of  F.  R.  Doc. 
58-6178,  supra. 

By  the  Commission. 

[seal!  Joseph  H.  Gutride, 

Secretary. 

[F.-  B.  Doc.  58-6280;  Filed,  Aug.  7,  1958; 
8:53  a.  m.] 


[Docket  No.  G-15771] 

Gulf  Oil  Corp.  et  al. 

order  for  hearing,  suspending  proposed 

changes  in  rates,  and  allowing  in¬ 
creased  RATES  TO  BECOME  EFFECTIVE 

July  31,  1958. 

Gulf  Oil  Corporation  (Operator)  et  al. 
(Respondent)  on  July  21,  1958,  tendered 
for  filing  proposed  changes  in  its  pres¬ 
ently  effective  rate  schedules  for  sales  of 
natural  gas  subject  to  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  Commission.  The  proposed 
ehanges,  which  constitute  increased  rates 
and  charges,  are  contained  in  the  follow¬ 
ing  designated  filing: 

Description:  Notices  of  Change,  dated  July 

18, 1958. 

Purchasers:  (1)  Arkansas  Louisiana  Gas 
Company,  (2)  Texas  Gas  Transmission  Cor¬ 
poration,  (3)  United  Fuel  Gas  Company, 
(4)  United  Fuel  Gas  Company. 

Rate  schedule  designation:  (1)  Supple¬ 
ment  No.  8  to  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate 
Schedule  No.  86.  (2)  Supplement  No.  3  to 

Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule  No.  93. 
(3)  Supplement  No.  2  to  Respondent’s  FPC 
Gas  Rate  Schedule  No.  124.  (4)  Supplement 
No.  3  to  Respondent's  FPC  Gas  Rate  Sched* 
ule  No.  125. 

Effective  date:  August  1,  1958  (effective 
date  is  the  date  proposed  by  Respondent) . 

Note:  The  remaining  text  of  this  doc¬ 
ument  is  identical  with  that  of  F.  R.  Doc. 
58-6178,  supra. 

By  the  Commission. 

[seal]  Joseph  H.  Gutride, 

Secretary. 

[P.  R.  Doo.  58-6281;  Filed,  Aug.  7,  1958; 
8:53  a.  m.] 
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[Docket  No.  G-15742J 
Norman  V.  Kinsey,  Jr.,  et  al. 

ORDER  FOR  HEARING,  SUSPENDING  PROPOSED 
CHANGE  IN  RATE,  AND  ALLOWING  IN¬ 
CREASED  RATE  TO  BECOME  EFFECTIVE 

July  31,  1958. 

Norman  V.  Kinsey,  Jr.,  et  al.  (Re¬ 
spondent)  on  July  14,  1958,  tendered  for 
filing  a  proposed  change  in  his  presently 
effective  rate  schedule  for  sales  of  nat¬ 
ural  gas  subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Commission.  The  proposed  change, 
which  constitutes  an  increased  rate  and 
charge,  is  contained  in  the  following 
designated  filing: 

Description:  Notice  of  Change,  dated  July 
17,  1958. 

Purchaser :  Mississippi  River  Fuel  Corpora¬ 
tion. 

Rate  schedule  designation :  Supplement  No. 
1  to  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule 
No.  1. 

Effective  date:  August  1,  1958  (effective 
date  is  the  date  proposed  by  Respondent) . 

Note:  The  remaining  text  of  this  doc¬ 
ument  is  identical  with  that  of  F.  R.  Doc. 
58-6178,  supra. 

By  the  Commission. 

[seal]  Joseph  H.  Gutride, 

Secretary. 

[F.  R.  Doc.  58-6282;  Filed.  Aug.  7,  1958; 
8:53  a.  m  ] 


[Docket  No.  G-15755] 

Magnolia  Petroleum  Co.  et  al. 

ORDER  FOR  HEARING,  SUSPENDING  PROPOSED 

CHANGES  IN  RATES,  AND  ALLOWING  IN¬ 
CREASED  RATES  TO  BECOME  EFFECTIVE 

July  31, 1958. 

Magnolia  Petroleum  Company  (Oper¬ 
ator)  et  al.  (Respondent)  on  July  1, 1958, 
tendered  for  filing  proposed  changes  in 
its  presently  effective  rate  schedules  for 
sales  of  natural  gas  subject  to  the  juris¬ 
diction  of  the  Commission.  The  pro¬ 
posed  changes,  which  constitute  in¬ 
creased  rates  and  charges,  are  contained 
in  the  following  designated  filings: 

Description:  Notices  of  Change,  undated. 

Purchasers:  (1)  Trunkline  Gas  Company, 
(2)  American  Louisiana  Gas  Company,  (3) 
Trunkline  Gas  Company,  (4)  United  Gas 
Pipe  Line  Company. 

Rate  schedule  designation:  (1)  Supple¬ 
ment  No.  11  to  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate 
Schedule  No.  41.  (2)  Supplement  No.  5  to 

Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule  No. 
18.  43)  Supplement  No.  9  to  Respondent’s 
FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule  No.  46.  (4)  Supple-^ 
ment  No.  4  to  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate 
Schedule  No.  24. 

Effective  date:  August  1,  1958  (effective 
date  is  the  date  proposed  by  Respondent). 

Note:  The  remaining  text  of  this  doc¬ 
ument  is  identical  with  that  of  F.  R.  Doc. 
58-6178,  supra. 

By  the  Commission. 

[seal]  Joseph  H.  Gutride, 

Secretary. 

[F.  R.  Doc.  58-6283;  Filed,  Aug.  7,  1958; 

8:53  a.  m.] 


[Docket  No.  G-157581 

General  American  Oil  Co.  or  Texas 
et  AL. 

ORDER  FOR  HEARING,  SUSPENDING  PROPOSED 

CHANGE  IN  RATE,  AND  ALLOWING  IN¬ 
CREASED  RATE  TO  BECOME  EFFECTIVE 

July  31,  1958. 

General  American  Oil  Company  of 
Texas  (Operator)  et  al.  (Respondent)  on 
July  14,  1958  tendered  for  filing  a  pro¬ 
posed  change  in  its  presently  effective 
rate  schedule  for  the  sale  of  natural  gas 
subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Com¬ 
mission.  The  proposed  change,  which 
constitutes  an  increased  rate  and  charge, 
is  contained  in  the  following  designated 
filing: 

Description:  Notice  of  Change,  dated  July 
7.  1958. 

Purchaser:  Arkansas  Louisiana  Gas  Com¬ 
pany. 

Rate  schedule  designation:  Supplement 
No.  4  to  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Sched¬ 
ule  No.  1. 

Effective  date:  August  1,  1958  (effective 
date  is  the  date  proposed  by  Respondent) .  > 

Note:  The  remaining  text  of  this  doc¬ 
ument  is  identical  with  that  of  F.  R.  Doc. 
58-6178,  supra. 

By  the  Commission. 

[seal]  Joseph  H.  Gutride, 

Secretary. 

[F.  R.  Doc.  58-6284;  Filed,  Aug.  7,  1958; 

8:53  a.  m.] 


[Docket  No.  G-15764] 

Hurley  Oil  and  Gas  Co.  et  al. 

ORDER  FOR  HEARING,  SUSPENDING  PROPOSED 

CHANGE  IN  RATE,  AND  ALLOWING  IN¬ 
CREASED  RATE  TO  BECOME  EFFECTIVE 

JULY  31,  1958. 

Hurley  Oil  and  Gas  Qompany  (Oper¬ 
ator)  et  al.  (Respondent)  on  July  17, 
1958  tendered  for'  filing  a  proposed 
change  in  its  presently  effective  rate 
schedule  for  the  sale  of  natural  gas  sub¬ 
ject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Commis¬ 
sion.  The  proposed  change,  which  con¬ 
stitutes  an  increased  rate  and  charge,  is 
contained  in  the  following  designated 
filing: 

Description:  Notice  of  Change,  dated  July 

15, 1958. 

Purchaser:  Southern  Natural  Gas  Com¬ 
pany. 

Rate  schedule  designation:  Supplement 
No.  4  to  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Sched¬ 
ule  No.  4. 

Effective  date:  August  1,  1958  ( effect iva 
date  is  the  date  proposed  by  Respondent). 

Note:  The  remaining  text  of  this  doc¬ 
ument  is  identical  with  that  of  F.  R.  Doo. 
58-6178,  supra. 

By  the  Commission.  __ 

[seal]  Joseph  H.  Gutride, 

Secretary. 

>  -  ■ 

[F.  R.  Doc.  58-6285;  Fil$d,  Aug.  7,  1958; 

8:53  a.  m.] 
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[Docket  No.  0-15765] 

Monsanto  Chemical  Co.  et  al. 

ORDER  FOR  HEARING,  SUSPENDING  PROPOSED 

CHANGE  IN  RATE,  AND  ALLOWING  IN¬ 
CREASED  RATE  TO  BECOME  EFFECTIVE 

July  31,  1958. 

Monsanto  Chemical  Company  (Oper¬ 
ator)  et  al.  (Respondent)  on  July  21, 
1958,  tendered  for  filing  a  proposed 
change  in  its  presently  effective  rate 
schedule  for  the  sale  of  natural  gas  sub¬ 
ject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Commis¬ 
sion.  The  proposed  Change,  which  con¬ 
stitutes  an  increased  rate  and  charge, 
is  contained  in  the  following  designated 
filing: 

Description:  Notice  of  Change,  dated  July 
10,  1958. 

Purchaser :  United  Gas  Pine  Line  Company. 

Rate  schedule  designation :  Supplement 
No.  1  to  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule 
No.  28. 

Effective  date:  August  1,  1958  (effective 
date  is  the  date  proposed  by  Respondent). 

Note:  The  remaining  text  of  this  doc¬ 
ument  is  identical  with  that  of  F.  R.  Doc. 
58-6178,  supra. 

By  the  Commission. 

[seal]  Joseph  H.  Gutride, 

Secretary. 

[P.  R.  Doc.  58-6286;  Filed,  Aug.  7,  1958; 

8:53  a.m.] 


[Docket  No.  G-15610] 

Oil  Participation,  Inc.,  et  al. 

ORDER  FOR  HEARING,  SUSPENDING  PROPOSED 

CHANGE  IN  RATE,  AND  ALLOWING  IN¬ 
CREASED  RATE  TO  BECOME  EFFECTIVE 

July  31,  1958. 

Oil  Participation,  Inc.,  et  al.  (Respond¬ 
ent)  on  July  3,  1958,  tendered  for  filing 
a  proposed  change  in  its  presently  ef¬ 
fective  rate  schedule  for  the  sale  of 
natural  gas  subject  to  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  Commission.  The  proposed 
change,  which  constitutes  an  increased 
rate  and  charge,  is  contained  in  the  fol¬ 
lowing  designated  filing: 

Description:  Notice  of  Change,  undated. 

Purchaser :  United  Gas  Pipe  Line  Com¬ 
pany. 

Rate  schedule  designation :  Supplement 
No.  1  to  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule 
No.  6. 

Effective  date:  August  1,  1958  (effective 
date  is  the  date  proposed  by  Respondent). 

Note:  The  remaining  text  of  this  doc¬ 
ument  is  identical  with  that  of  F.  R.  Doc. 
y  58-6178,  supra. 

By  the  Commission. 

[seal]  •  Joseph  H.  Gutride, 

Secretary. 

[F.  R.  Doc.  58-6287;  Filed,  Aug.  7,  1958; 

8:54  a.  m.] 


[Docket  No.  G-15622] 

Estate  of  Lyda  Bunker  Hunt 

ORDER  FOR  HEARING,  SUSPENDING  PROPOSED 
CHANGES  IN  RATES,  AND  ALLOWING  IN¬ 
CREASED  RATES  TO  BECOME  EFFECTIVE 

JULY  31,  1958. 

Estate  of  Lyda  Bunker  Hunt  (Re¬ 
spondent)  on  July  2  and  3,  1958,  ten¬ 


dered  for  filing  proposed  changes  in  its 
presently  effective  rate  schedules  for 
sales  of  natural  gas  subject  to  the  juris¬ 
diction  of  the  Commission.  The  pro¬ 
posed  changes,  which  constitute  in¬ 
creased  rates  and  charges,  are  contained 
in  the  following  designated  filings: 

Description:  Notices  of  Change,  undated. 

Purchasers:  (1)  Southern  Natural  Gas 
Company,  (2)  Arkansas  Louisiana  Gas  Com¬ 
pany,  (3)  Trunkline  Gas  Company,  (4) 
Texas  Gas  Transmission  Corporation. 

Rate  schedule  designation:  (1)  Supplement 
No.  3  to  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Sched¬ 
ule  No.  1.  (2)  Supplement  No.  2  to  Re¬ 

spondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule  No.  3. 
(3)  Supplement  No.  3  to  Respondent’s  FPC 
Gas  Rate  Schedule  No.  2.  (4)  Supplement 

No.  1  to  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate' Sched¬ 
ule  No.  7. 

Effective  date:  August  1,  1958  (effective 
date  is  the  date  proposed  by  Respondent). 

Note  :  The  remaining  text  of  this  doc¬ 
ument  is  identical  with  that  of  F.  R.  Doc. 
58-6178,  supra. 

By  the  Commission. 

[seal]  Joseph  H.  Gutride, 

Secretary. 

[F.  R.  Doc.  58-6288;  Filed,  Aug.  7,  1958; 

8:54  a.  m.] 


[Docket  No.  G-15641] 

Pan  American  Petroleum  Corp. 

order  for  hearing^  suspending  proposed 

changes  IN  RATES,  and  allowing  in¬ 
creased  rates  to  become  effective 

July  31, 1958. 

Pan  American  Petroleum  Corporation 
(Respondent)  on  July  1,  1958,  tendered 
for  filing  proposed  changes  in  its  pres¬ 
ently  effective  rate  schedules  for  sales 
of  natural  gas  subject  to  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  Commission.  The  proposed 
changes,  which  constitute  increased 
rates  and  charges,  are  contained  in  the 
following  designated  filings: 

Description :  Notices  of  Change,  dated  June 
27,  1958. 

Purchasers:  (1)  Tennessee  Gas  Transmis¬ 
sion  Company,  (2)  and  (3)  United  Fuel  Gas 
Company. 

Rate  schedule  designation:  (1)  Supple¬ 
ment  No.  8  to  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate 
Schedule  No.  14.  (2)  Supplement  No.  7  to 

Respondent ’8  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule  No.  78. 
(3)  Supplement  No.  3  to  Respondent’s  FPC 
Gas  Rate  Schedule  No.  190. 

Effective  date:  August  1,  1958  (effective 
date  is  the  date  proposed  by  Respondent). 

Note  :  The  remaining  text  of  this  doc¬ 
ument  is  identical  with  that  of  F.  R.  Doc. 
58-6178,  supra. 

By  the  Commission. 

[seal]  Joseph  H.  Gutride, 

Secretary. 

[F.  R.  Doc.  58-6289;  Filed,  Aug.  7.  1958; 

8:54  a.  m.] 


[Docket  No.  G-15648] 

Superior  Oil  Co. 

ORDER  FOR  HEARING,  SUSPENDING  PROPOSED 
CHANGE  IN  RATE,  AND  ALLOWING  IN¬ 
CREASED  RATE  TO  BECOME  EFFECTIVE 

‘  July  31,  1958. 

The  Superior  Oil  Company  (Respond¬ 
ent)  on  June  30, 1958,  tendered  for  filing 


a  proposed  change  in  its  presently  effee, 
tive  rate  schedule  for  sales  of  natural  gi* 
subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Com! 
mission.  The  proposed  change,  which 
constitutes  an  increased  rate  and  charge 
is  contained  in  the  following  designated 
filing: 

Description :  Notice  of  Change, 

27, 1958.  8 

Purchaser:  Texas  Northern  Gas  Corpora, 
tion  and  Texas  Gas  Transmission  Coracr*. 
tion. 

Rate  schedule  designation:  Supplement 
No.  7  to  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedul* 
No.  13. 

Effective  date:  August  1,  1958-  (effecthe 
date  is  the  date  proposed  by  Respondent). 

Note:  The  remaining  text  of  this  doc¬ 
ument  is  identical  with  that  of  F.  R.  Doc, 
58-6178,  supra. 

By  the  Commission. 

[seal]  Joseph  H.  Gutride, 

Secretary. 

[F.  R.  Doc.  58-6290;  Filed,  Aug.  7,  1953. 

8:54  a.  m.] 


[Docket  No.  G-15657] 

Hunt  Oil  Co.  et  al. 

ORDER  FOR  HEARING,  SUSPENDING  PROPOSE! 
CHANGE  IN  RATE,  AND  ALLOWING  IN- 
CREASED  RATE  TO  BECOME  EFFECTIVE 

July  31,  1958. 

Hunt  Oil  Company  (Operator)  et  &L 
(Respondent)  on  July  2,  1958,  tendered 
for  filing  a  proposed  change  in  its  pres¬ 
ently  effective  rate  schedule  for  the  sale 
of  natural  gas  subject  to  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  Commission.  The  proposed 
change,  which  constitutes  an  increased 
rate  and  charge,  is  contained  in  the 
following  designated  filing: 

Description:  Notice  of  Change,  undated. 
Purchaser:  Texas  Eastern  Transmission 
Corporation. 

Rate  schedule  designation:  Supplement 
No.  5  to  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule 
No.  28. 

Effective  date:  August  1,  1958  (effective 
date  is  the  date  proposed  by  Respondent). 

Note  :  The  remaining  text  of  this  doc¬ 
ument  is  identical  with  that  of  F.  R.  Doc. 
58-6178,  supra. 

By  the  Commission. 

[seal]  Joseph  H.  Gutride, 

Secretary. 

[F.  R.  Doc.  58-6291;  Filed,  Aug.  7,  1958; 
8:54  a.  m.] 


[Docket  No.  G-15722] 

Sun ray-Midcontinent  Oil  Co. 

ORDER  FOR  HEARING,  SUSPENDING  PROPOSED 
CHANGES  IN  RATES,  AND  ALLOWING  IN¬ 
CREASED  RATES  TO  BECOME  EFFECTIVE 

July  31, 1958. 

Sunray-Midcontinent  Oil  Company 
(Respondent)'  on  July  7  and  July  11, 
1958,  tendered  for  filing  proposed 
changes  in  its  presently  effective  rate 
schedules  for  sales  of  natural  gas  sub¬ 
ject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Commis¬ 
sion.  The  proposed  changes,  which  con¬ 
stitute  increased  rates  and  charges,  are 


FEDERAL  REGISTER 


6077 


friday,  August  8,  1958 


contained  in  the  following  designated  creased  rates  and  charges,  are  contained  presently  effective  rate  schedule  for  sales 
Snag:  in  the  following  designated  filings:  of  natural  gas  subject  to  the  jurisdiction 

rwwfiriotlon:  Notices  of  Change,  dated  July  Description:  Notices  of  Change,  dated  June  °*  ^he  Commission.  The  proposed 
rjrr  *  30,  1958.  change,  which  constitutes  an  increased 

^ purchaser:  (1)  United  Fuel  Gas  Company,  Purchasers:  (1)  Mississippi  River  Fuel  Cor-  rate  and  charge,  is  contained  in  the  fol¬ 
ia  and  8)  Texas  Eastern  Transmission  Cor-  poration,  (2)  Tennessee  Gas  Transmission  lowing  designated  filing: 

Lotion.  Company,  (3)  Texas  Gas  Transmission  Cor-  _  ...  „  . .  .  „  .  .  , 

^Rste  schedule  designations:  (1)  Supple-  poration,  (4)  Transcontinental  Gas  Pipe  Line  ,,  ascription.  Notice  of  Change,  dated  July 
_,nt  No.  3  to  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Corporation,  (5)  and  (6)  Texas  Eastern  1&Lry5T,'  „  _  „ 

Schedule  No.  132.  (2)  Supplement  No.  3  to  Transmission  Corporation.  Purchaser  rUnited  Fuel  Gas  Company. 

Respondent's  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule  No.  Rate  schedule  designation:  (1)  Supple-  schedule  designation :  Supplement 

126.  (3)  Supplement  No.  4  to  Respondent's  ment  No.  3  to  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  No.  4  to  Respondents  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule 
vpC  Gas  Rate  Schedule  No.  127.  Schedule  No.  2.  (2)  Supplement  No.  2  to  No'„'  ..  .  .  .  .  .  '  _ 

Effective  date:  August  1,  1958  (effective  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule  No.  7.  fate:  August  1,  1958  (effective 

d*te  is  the  date  proposed  by  Respondent).  (3)  Supplement  No.  1  to  Respondent’s  FPC  date  ls  the  date  PropoBed  by  Respondent). 

The  remaining  text  of  this  doc-  2as»at?  Schedule  No.  8.  (4)  Supplement  Note:  The  remaining  text  of  this  doc- 

NOTE.  I ne  remaining  text  oii-iuB  ooc  No.  2  to  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule  umpnt  ic  iripnlicol  wini  fhcf  d 

ument  is  identical  with  that  Of  P.  R.  Doc.  No.  9.  (5)  Supplement  No.  12  to  Respond-  Wlth  that  of  F‘  R-  Doc- 

58-6178,  supra.  ent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule  No.  6.  (6)  Sup-  no,  supra. 

xhp  rommission  '  Plement  No-  5  to  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  By  the  Commission. 

By  tne  comimaaiuu.  Schedule  No.  5. 

[seal]  Joseph  H.  Gutride,  Effective  date:  August  l,  1958  (effective  *  [seal]  Joseph  H.  Gtjtride, 

Secretary.  date  18  tbe  date  proposed  by  Respondent).  Secretary. 

1958;  Note:  The  remaining  text  of  this  doc-  [F.  R.  Doc.  58-6296;  Filed,  Aug.  7,  1958; 
ument  is  identical  with  that  of  P.  R.  Doc.  8:55a.m.] 

58-6178,  supra. 

By  the  Commission. 

[seal]  Joseph  H.  Gutride,  *  [Docket  No.  G-15760] 

Secretary.  Texas  Gulf  Producing  Co.  et  al.  ' 

[F.  R.  Doc.  58-6294;  Filed,  Aug.  7.  1958; 

8:54  a.  m.]  '  ORDER  FOR  HEARING,  SUSPENDING  PROPOSED 


58-6292;  Filed,  Aug.  7, 
8:54  a.  m.] 


[Docket  No.  G-15613] 

British  American  Oil  Producing  Co. 

ORDER  FOR  HEARING,  SUSPENDING  PROPOSED 

CHANGES  IN  RATES,  AND  ALLOWING  IN¬ 
CREASED  RATES  TO  BECOME  EFFECTIVE 

July  31, 1958. 

The  British  American  Oil  Producing 
Company  (Respondent)  on  June  30, 1958, 
tendered  for  filing  proposed  changes  in 
its  presently  effective  rate  schedules  for 
sales  of  natural  gas  subject  to  the  juris¬ 
diction  of  the  Commission.  The  proposed 
changes,  which  constitute  increased 
rates  and  charges,  are  contained  in  the 
following  designated  filings: 

Description:  Notices  of  Change,  dated 
June  27, 1958. 

Purchasers:  American  Louisiana  Pipe  Line 
Company,  United  Gas  Pipe  Line  Company. 

Bate  schedule  designation:  Supplement 
No.  1  to  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Sched¬ 
ule  No.  17.  Supplement  No.  1  to  Respond¬ 
ent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule  No.  28. 

Effective  date:  August  1,  1958  (effective 
date  ls  the  date  proposed  by  Respondent). 

Note:  The  remaining  text  of  this  doc¬ 
ument  is  identical  with  that  of  F.  R.  Doc. 
58-6178,  supra.  _ 

By  the  Commission. 

[seal]  Joseph  H.  Gutride, 

Secretary. 

[P.  R.  Doc.  58-6293;  Filed,  Aug.  7,  1958; 

8:54  a.m.] 


[Docket  No.  G— 15679] 
Atlantic  Refining  Co.  et  al, 


ORDER  FOR  HEARING,  SUSPENDING  PROPOSED  "u’_  ’j,, 

CHANGE  »  EATE.  AND  ALLOWING  IN-  £25.*^ r^JETS^ShS  S* 
CREASED  SATE  TO  BECOME  EFFECTIVE  ^  ^  ^  jurisdicUon  „f  ^  £ommls. 

July  31, 1958.  sion.  The  proposed  changes,  constitute 
The  Atlantic  Refining  Company  increased  rates  and  charges,  and  are  con- 
(Operator)  et  al.  (Respondent)  on  July  tained  in  the  following  designated 
15,  1958,  tendered  for  filing  a  proposed  filings: 

change  in  its  presently  effective  rate  Description:  Notice  of  Change,  dated  July 
schedule  for  sales  of  natural  gas  subject  16  and  17, 1958. 

to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Commission.  Purchasers:  (l)  United  Fuel  Gas  Com- 
The  proposed  change,  which  constitutes  Pany*  (2>  Trunkline  Gas  company, 
an  increased  rate  and  charge,  is  con-  Rate  schedule  designation:^)  Suppie- 

tained  in  the  following  designated  filing :  g.ehnedul°-  no.  i0.  ^SuVie^t  n£.  3  £ 
Description:  Notice  of  Change,  dated  July  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule  No.  23. 
11,  1958.  Effective  date:  August  1,  1958  (effective 

Purchaser :  United  Gas  Pipe  Line  Company,  date  is  the  date  proposed  by  Respondent) . 
Rate  -schedule  designation:  Supplement  _.  .  .  , 

No.  1  to  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Sched-  NoTE:  The  remaining  text  pf  this  doc- 
uie  No:  171.  ument  is  identical  with  that  of  F.  R.  Doc. 

Effective  date:  August  1,  1958  (effective  58-6178,  supra. 
date  is  the  date  proposed  by  Respondent).  By  the  r.nmmi..inn 

»•  <“•„ 

58-6178,  supra.  Secretary. 

By  the  Commission.  Ip-  “•  Doc-  58^»7;  ™ed,  Aug.  7.  1958; 

8:55  a.  m.] 

[seal]  Joseph  H.  Gutride, 

Secretary.  ’  ■ 

[F.  R.  Doc.  58-6295;  Filed,  Aug.  7,  1958; 

/  8:54  a.  m.]  [Docket  No.  G-15611] 

J  Shell  Oil  Co. 

ORDER  FOR  HEARING,  SUSPENDING  PROPOSED 
CHANGES  IN  RATES,  AND  ALLOWING  IN¬ 
CREASED  RATES  TO  BECOME  EFFECTIVE 

July  31, 1958. 

Shell  Oil  Company  (Respondent)  on 
July  1  and  7,  1958,  tendered  for  filing 
proposed  changes  in  its  presently  effec¬ 
tive  rate  schedules  for  sales  pf  natural 
gas  subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Commission.  The  proposed  changes, 
which  constitute  increased  rates  and 


[Docket  No.  G-15663] 

Southwest  Gas  Producing  Co.,  Inc., 
et  AL. 

ORDER  FOR  HEARING,  SUSPENDING  PROPOSED 
CHANGES  IN  RATES,  AND  ALLOWING  IN¬ 
CREASED  RATES  TO  BECOME  EFFECTIVE 

JULY  31,  1958. 

Southwest  Gas  Producing  Company, 
Inc.,  et  al  (Respondent)  on  July  1,  1958, 
tendered  for  filing  proposed  changes  in 
its  presently  effective  rate  schedules  for 
sales  of  natural  gas  subject  to  the  juris¬ 
diction  of  the  Commission.  The  pro¬ 
posed  changes,  which  constitute  in- 


[  Docket  No.  G-15741] 

Rebstock  &  Reeves  Drilling  Co. 

ORDER  FOR  HEARING,  SUSPENDING  PROPOSED 
CHANGE  IN  RATE,  AND  ALLOWING  IN¬ 
CREASED  RATE  TO  BECOME  EFFECTIVE 

•  July  31,  1958. 

Rebstock  &  Reeves  Drilling  Company 
(Respondent)  on  July  18,  1958,  tendered 
for  filing  a  proposed  change  in  its 


NOTICES 


[Docket  No.  0-15636] 

W.  H.  Hunt 

» 

ORDER  FOR  HEARING;  SUSPENDING  PROPOSED 
CHANGE  IN  RATE,  AND  ALLOWING  IN¬ 
CREASED  RATE  TO  BECOME  EFFECTIVE 

July  31,  1958. 

W.  H.  Hunt  (Respondent)  on  July  3, 
1958,  tendered  for  filing  a  proposed 
change  in  his  presently  effective  rate 
schedule  for  the  sale  of  natural  gas  sub¬ 
ject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Commis¬ 
sion.  The  proposed  change,  which  con¬ 
stitutes  an  increased  rate  and  charge,  is 
contained  in  the  following  designated 
filings 

Description:  Notice  of  Change,  undated. 
Purchaser:  United  Gas  Pipe  Line  Company. 
Rate  schedule  designation :  Supplement  No. 
2  to  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule 
No.  3. 

Effective  date:  August  1,  1958  (effective 
date  is  the  date  proposed  by  Respondent) . 

Note:  The  remaining  text  of  this  doc¬ 
ument  is  identical  with  that  of  P.  R.  Doc. 
58-6178,  supra. 

By  the  Commission. 

[seal]  Joseph  H.  Gutride, 

i  Secretary. 

[F.  R.  Doc.  58-6300;  Filed,  Aug.  7,  1958; 
8:55  a.  m.] 


a  proposed  change  in  its  presently  effee 
tive  rate  schedule  for  sales  of  natural 
gas  subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  thJ 
Commission.  The  proposed  change 
which  constitutes  an  increased  rate  arid 
charge,  is  contained  in  the  follow^* 
designated  filing: 

Description :  Notice  of  Change,  dated 
28. 1958. 

Purchaser:  United  Gas  Pipe  Line  Companv 

Rate  schedule  designation:  Supplement 
No.  3  to  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Sch««i 
ule  No.  2. 

Effective  date:  August  1,  1958  (effective 
date  is  the  date  proposed  by  Respondent), 

Note:  The  remaining  text  of  this  doc- 
ument  is  identical  with  that  of  P.  R.  nnc 
58-6178,  supra. 

\ 

By  the  Commission. 

[seal]  Joseph  H.  Gutride, 

Secretary, 

[F.  R.  Doc.  58-6302;  Filed,  Aug.  7,  1959. 

8:56  a.  m  1 


charges,  are  contained  in  the  following 
designated  filings: 

Description:  Notices  of  Change,  dated  June 
27,  1958,  for  1,  2,  3,  4,  5,  and  6;  dated  July  3, 
1958,  for  7;  dated  June  27,  1958,  for  8,  9,  10. 

Purchasers:  (1,  2,  3)  United  Gas  Pipe  Line 
Company,  (4)  E.  A.  Courtney,  (5  and  6)  Ten¬ 
nessee  Gas  Transmission  Company,  (7) 
Southern  Natural  Gas  Company,  (8  and  9) 
United  Fuel  Gas  Company,  (10)  Texas  Gas 
Transmission  Corporation. 

Rate  schedule  designation:  1.  Supplement 
No.  2  to  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Sohedule 
No.  52.  2.  Supplement  No.  1  to  Respondent’s 
FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule  No.  55.  3.  Supple¬ 

ment  No.  2  to  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate 
Schedule  No.  56.  4.  Supplement  No.  1  to 

Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule  No.  126. 
5.  Supplement  No.  1  to  Respondent’s  FPC 
Gas  Rate  Schedule.  No.  128.  6.  Supplement 
No.  6  to  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Sched¬ 
ule  No.  130.  7.  Supplement  No.  2  to  Respond¬ 
ent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule  No.  169.  8.  Sup¬ 
plement  No.  5  to  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate 
Schedule  No.  26.  9.  Supplement  No.  4  to  Re¬ 
spondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule  No.  27. 
10.  Supplement  No.  2  to  Respondent’s  FPC 
Gas  Rate  Schedule  No.  153. 

Effective  date:  August  1,  1958  (effective 
date  is  the  date  proposed  by  Respondent).' 

Note:  The  remaining  text  of  this  doc¬ 
ument  is  identical  with  that  of  F.  R.  Doc. 
58-6178,  supra. 

By  the  Commission. 

[seal]  Joseph  H.  Gutride, 

Secretary. 

[F.  R.  Doc.  58-6298;  Filed,  Aug.  7,  1958; 

8:55  a.  m.] 


[Docket  No.  G-15683] 

Carter  Oil  Co. 

ORDER  FOR  HEARING,  SUSPENDING  PR0P0SU 

CHANGES  IN  RATES,  AND  ALLOWING  IN¬ 
CREASED  RATES  TO  BECOME  EFFECTIVE 

July  31, 1958. 

The  Carter  Oil  Company  (Respond¬ 
ent)  on  July  14,  1958,  tendered  for  filing 
proposed  changes  in  its  presently  effec¬ 
tive  rate  schedules  for  sales  of  natural 
gas  subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Commission.  The  proposed  changes, 
which  constitute  increased  rates  and 
charges,  are  contained  in  the  following 
designated  filings: 

Description :  Notices  of  Change,  dated  July 
10, 1958. 

Purchasers:  (1  and  2)  Mississippi  River 
Fuel  Corporation,  (3)  Arkansas  Louisiana 
Gas  Company,  (4)  Texas  Eastern  Transmis¬ 
sion  Corporation. 

Rate  schedule  designation:  (1)  Supple¬ 
ment  No.  4  to  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate 
Schedule  No.  4.  (2)  Supplement  No.  4  to 

Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule  No. 
10.  (3)  Supplement  No.  5  to  Respondent’s 

FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule  No.  22.  (4)  Sup¬ 

plement  No.  3  to  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate 
Schedule  No.  45. 

Effective  date:  August  1,  1958  (effective 
date  is  the  date  proposed  by  Respondent). 

Note  :  The  remaining  text  of  this  doc¬ 
ument  is  identical  with  that  of  F.  R.  Doc, 
58-6178,  supra. 

By  the  Commission. 

[seal]  Joseph  H.  Gutride, 

Secretary. 

[F.  R.  Doc.  58-6303;  Filed,  Aug.  7,  1958; 

8:56  a.  m.J 


[Docket  No.  G-15642] 

Gulf  Oil  Corp. 

ORDER  FOR  HEARING,  SUSPENDING  PROPOSED 
CHANGE  IN  RATE,  AND  ALLOWING  IN¬ 
CREASED  RATE  TO  BECOME  EFFECTIVE 

July  31,  1958. 

Gulf  Oil  Corporation  (Respondent)  on 
July  3,  1958,  tendered  for  filing  a  pro¬ 
posed  change  in  its  presently  effective 
rate  schedule  for  sales  of  natural  gas 
subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Com¬ 
mission.  The  proposed  change,  which 
constitutes  an  increased  rate  and  charge, 
is  contained  in  the  following  designated 
filing: 

Description:  Notice  of  Change,  dated  June 
30.  1958. 

Purchaser:  Southern  Natural  Gas  Com¬ 
pany.  * 

Rate  schedule  designation :  Supplement  No. 
3  to  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule 
No.  139. 

Effective  date:  August  1,  1958  (effective 
date  is  the"  date  proposed  by  Respondent) . 

Note:  The  remaining  text  of  this  doc¬ 
ument  is  identical  with  that  of  F.  R.  Doc. 
58-6178,  supra. 

By  the  Commission. 

[seal]  Joseph  H.  Gutride, 

Secretary. 

[F.  R.  Doc.  58-6301;  Filed,  Aug.  7,  1958; 
8:55  a.  m.] 


[Docket  No.  G-15630] 
J.  R.  Frankel  et  al, 


ORDER  FOR  HEARING,  SUSPENDING  PROPOSED 

CHANGE  IN  RATE,  AND  ALLOWING  IN¬ 
CREASED  RATE  TO  BECOME  EFFECTIVE 

July  31, 1958. 

J.  R.  Frankel  et  al.  (Respondent)  on 
July  3,  1958,  tendered  for  filing  a  pro¬ 
posed  change  in  his  presently  effective 
rate  schedule  for  the  sale  of  natural  gas 
subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Com¬ 
mission.  The  proposed  change,  which 
constitutes  an  increased  rate  and  charge, 
is  contained  in  the  following  designated 
filing: 

Description:  Notice  of  Change,  dated  June 
30,  1958.  -  * 

Purchaser:  Arkansas  Louisiana  Gas  Com¬ 
pany. 

Rate  schedule  designation:  Supplement 
No.  6  to  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule 
No.  1. 

Effective  date:  August  1,  1958  (effective 
date  is  the  date  proposed  by  Respondent). 

Note:  The  remaining  text  of  this  doc¬ 
ument  is  identical  with  that  of  F.  R.  Doc. 
58-6178,  supra'. 

By  the  Commission. 

[seal]  Joseph  H.  Gutride, 

Secretary. 

TF.  R.  Doc.  58-6299;  Filed,  Aug.  7,  1958; 

8:55  a.  m.] 


[Docket  No.  G-15721] 

Phillips  Petroleum  Co. 
order  for  hearing,  suspending  propose* 

CHANGES  IN  RATES,  AND  ALLOWING  IN¬ 
CREASED  RATES  TO  BECOME  EFFECTIVE 

July  31,  1958. 

The  Phillips  Petroleum  Company  (Re¬ 
spondent)  on  June  30,  July  9  and  July 
14,  1958,  tendered  for  filing  proposed 


[Docket  No.  G-15643[ 
States  Oil  Co.  et  al. 


ORDER  FOR  HEARING,  SUSPENDING  PROPOSED 
CHANGE  IN  RATE,  AND  •  ALLOWING  IN¬ 
CREASED  RATE  TO  BECOME  EFFECTIVE 

July  31,  1958. 

States  Oil  Company  et  al.  (Respond¬ 
ent)  on  July  1,  1958,  tendered  for  filing 


aSSsfc  ■§  as 
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changes  in  its  presently  effective  rate 
schedules  for  sales  of  natural  gas  subject, 
to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Commission. 
Aie  proposed  changes,  which  constitute 
increased  rates  and  charges,  are  con¬ 
tained  in  the  following  designated 
filings: 

Description :  Notices  of  Change,  dated  June 
27.  July  7  *nd  July  10>  1958. 

purchasers:  (1  and  6)  Arkansas  Louisiana 
nas  Company,  (2)  Transcontinental  Gas 
pipe  Line  Corporation,  (3)  Texas  Gas  Trans¬ 
mission  corporation,  (4)  United  Fuel  Gas 
Company,  (5)  United  Gas  Pipe  Line  Com¬ 
pany. 

Bate  schedule  designations:  (1)  Supple¬ 
ment  No.  20  to  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate 
Schedule  No.  31.  (2)  Supplement  No.  9  to 

Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule  No. 
220.  (8)  Supplement  No.  11  to  Respondent’s 
PPG  Gas  Rate  Schedule  No.  202.  (4)  Supple¬ 
ment  No.  6  to  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate 
Schedule  No.  273.  (5)  Supplement  No.  3  to 

Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule  No. 
217.  (6)  Supplement  No.  2  to  Respondent’s 
PPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule  No.  304. 

Effective  date:  August  1,  1958  (effective 
date  is  the  date  proposed  by  Respondent). 

Note:  The  remaining  text  of  this  doc¬ 
ument  is  identical  with  that  of  F.  R.  Doc. 
58-6178,  supra. 

By  the  Commission. 

[seal]  Joseph  H.  Gutride, 

Secretary. 

IF.  R.  Doc.  58-6304;  Filed,  Aug.  7,  1958; 

8:56  a.m.] 


[Docket  No.  G-15736] 

Midstates  Oil  Corp. 

ORDER  FOR  HEARING,  SUSPENDING  PROPOSED 
CHANGES  IN  RATES,  AND  ALLOWING  IN¬ 
CREASED  RATES  TO  BECOME  EFFECTIVE 

July  31,  1958. 

Midstates  Oil  Corporation  (Respond¬ 
ent)  on  June  30,  1958,  tendered  for  filing 
proposed  changes  in  its  presently  effec¬ 
tive  rate  schedules  for  sales  of  natural 
gas  subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Commission.  The  proposed  changes, 
which  constitute  increased  rates  and 
charges,  are  contained  in  the  following 
designated  filings: 

Description :  Notices  of  Change,  dated  June 

27,  1958. 

Purchasers:  (1)  Texas  Eastern  Transmis¬ 
sion  Corporation,  (2)  United  Gas  Pipe  Line 
Company. 

Rate  schedule  designation:  (1)  Supple¬ 
ment  No.  3  to  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate 
Schedule  No.  63.  (2)  Supplement  No.  4  to 

Respondent's  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule  No. 

28. 

Effective  date:  August  1,  1958  (effective 
date  is  the  date  proposed  by  Respondent). 

Note:  The  remaining  text  of  this  doc¬ 
ument  is  identical  with  that  of  F.  R.  Doc. 
58-6178,  supra. 

By  the  Commission. 

[seal]  Joseph  H.  Gutride, 

Secretary. 

[F.  R.  Doc.  58-6305;  Filed,  Aug.  7,  1958; 
8:56  a.m.] 


[Docket  No.  G-15748] 

Trice  Production  Co. 

ORDER  FOR  HEARING,  SUSPENDING  PROPOSED 

CHANGE  IN  RATE,  AND  ALLOWING  IN-' 

CREASED  RATE  TO  BECOME  EFFECTIVE 

.  July  31,  1958. 

Trice  Production  Company  (Respond¬ 
ent)  on  July  21,  1958,  tendered  for  filing 
a  proposed  change  in  its  presently  ef¬ 
fective  rate  schedule  for  sales  of  natu¬ 
ral  gas  subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  Commission.  The  proposed  change 
which  constitutes  an  increased  rate  and 
charge,  is  contained  in  the  following 
designated  filing: 

Description:  Notice  of  Change,  dated  July 
17,  1958. 

Purchaser:  Transcontinental  Gas  Pipe  Line 
Corporation. 

Rate  schedule  designation:  Supplement 
No.  2  to  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Sched¬ 
ule  No.  3. 

Effective  date:  August  1,  1958  (effective 
date  is  the  date  proposed  by  Respondent) . 

Note:  The  remaining  text  of  this  doc¬ 
ument  is  identical  with  that  of  F.  R.  Doc. 
58-6178,  supra. 

By  the  Commission. 

[seal]  Joseph  H.  Gutride, 

,  .  Secretary. 

[F.  R.  Doc.  58-6306;  Filed,  Aug.  7,  1958; 

8:56  a.  m.] 


[Docket  No.  G-15751J 


„  Gulf  Oil.  Corp. 

ORDER  FOR  HEARING,  SUSPENDING  PROPOSED 

CHANGES  IN  RATES,  AND  ALLOWING  IN¬ 
CREASED  RATES  TO  BECOME  EFFECTIVE 

July  31,  1958. 

Gulf  Oil  Corporation  (Respondent)  on 
July  21,  1958,  tendered  for  filing  pro¬ 
posed  changes  in  its  presently  effective 
rate  schedules  for  sales  of  natural  gas 
subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Com¬ 
mission.  The  proposed  changes,  which 
constitute  increased  rates  and  charges, 
are  contained  in  the  following  designated 
filings: 

Description:  Notices  of  Change,  dated  July 
18,  1958. 

Purchasers:  (1)  Tennessee  Gas  Transmis¬ 
sion  Company,  (2)  Tennessee  Gas  Transmis¬ 
sion  Company,  (3)  Tennessee  Gas  Transmis¬ 
sion  Company, '(4)  American  Louisiana  Pipe 
Line  Company,  (5)  United  Gas  Pipe  Line 
Company. 

Rate  Schedule  designation:  (1)  Supple¬ 
ment  No.  3  to  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate 
Schedule  No.  87.  (2)  Supplement  No.  3  to 

Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule  No.  88. 
(3)  Supplement  No.  2  to  Respondent’s  FPC 
Gas  Rate  Schedule  No.  89.  (4)  Supplement 
No.  3  to  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Sched¬ 
ule  No.  91.  (5)  Supplement  No.  1  to  Re¬ 

spondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule  No.  136. 

Effective  date:  August  1,  1958  (effective 
date  is  the  date  proposed  by  Respondent) . 

Note:  The  remaining  text  of  this  doc¬ 
ument  is  identical  with  that  of  F.  R.  Doc. 
58-6178,  supra. 

By  the  Commission. 

[seal]  Joseph  H.  Gutride, 

Secretary. 

[F.  R.  Doc.  58-6307;  Filedr  Aug.  7,  1958; 

8:56  a.  m.] 


[Docket  No.  G- 15653] 

Cities  Service  Production  Co.  et  al. 
order  for  hearing,  suspending  proposed 

CHANGE  IN  RATE,'  AND  ALLOWING  IN¬ 
CREASED  RATE  TO  BECOME  EFFECTIVE 

July  31,  1958. 

Cities  Service  Production  Company. 
(Operator)  et  al.  (Respondent)  on  June 
30,  1958,  tendered  for  filing  a  proposed 
change  in  its  presently  effective  rate 
schedule  for  sales  of  natural  gas  subject 
to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Commission. 
The  proposed  change,  which  constitutes 
an  increased  rate  and  charge,  is  con¬ 
tained  in  the  following  designated  filing: 

Description;  Notice  of  Change,  dated  June 
25, 1958. 

Purchaser:  United  Fuel  Gas  Company. 
Rate  schedule  /designation:  Supplement 
No.  8  to  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule 
No.  1. 

Effective  date:  August  1,  1958  (effective 
date  is  the  date  proposed  by  Respondent). 

Note:  The  remaining  text  of  this  doc¬ 
ument  is  identical  with  that  of  F.  R.  Doc. 
58-6178,  supra. 

By  the  Commission. 

[seal]  Joseph  H.  Gutride, 

Secretary. 

[F.  R.  Doc.  58-6308;  Filed,  Aug.  7,  1958; 
8:56  a.  m.] 


[Docket  No.  0-15746] 


William  G.  Helis  Estate  et  al. 

ORDER  FOR  HEARING,  SUSPENDING  PROPOSED 
CHANGE  IN  RATE,  AND  ALLOWING  IN¬ 
CREASED  RATE  TO  BECOME  EFFECTIVE 

July  31,  1958. 

William  G.  Helis  Estate  et  al.  (Re¬ 
spondent)  on  July  21,  1958,  tendered  for 
filing  a  proposed  change  in  its  presently 
effective  rate  schedule  for  sales  of  nat¬ 
ural  gas  subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Commission.  The  proposed  change, 
which  constitutes  an  increased  rate  and 
charge,  is  contained  in  the  followings 
designated  filing: 

Description:  Notice  of  Change,  dated  July 
15, 1958. 

Purchaser:  United  Gas  Pipe  Line  Company. 
Rate  schedule  designation:  Supplement 
No.  7  to  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule 
No.  1. 

Effective  date:  August  1,  1958  (effective 
date  is  the  date  proposed  by  Respondent) . 

Note  :  The  remaining  text  of  this  doc¬ 
ument  is  identical  with  that  of  F.  R.  Doc. 
58-6178,  supra. 

By  the  Commission. 

,  [seal]  Joseph  H.  Gutride, 

Secretary. 

[F.  R.  Doc.  58-6309;  Filed,  Aug.  7,  1958i 
t  8:56  a.  m.]  K 


[Docket  No.  G-15752] 

Phillips  Petroleum  Co.  et  al. 

ORDER  FOR  HEARING,  SUSPENDING  PROPOSED 
CHANGES  IN  RATES,  AND  ALLOWING  IN¬ 
CREASED  RATES  TO  BECOME  EFFECTIVE 

July  31,  1958. 

Phillips  Petroleum  Company  (Opera¬ 
tor)  et  al.  (Respondent)  on  July  14  and 


6080 


NOTICES 


21,  1958,  tendered  for  filing  proposed 
changes  in  its  presently  effective  rate 
schedules  for  sales  of  natural  gas  sub¬ 
ject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Commis¬ 
sion.  The  proposed  changes,  which 
constitutes  increased  rates  and  charges, 
are  contained  in  the  following  designated 
filings: 

Description:  (1,  2,  and  3)  Notices  of 
Change,  dated  July  10,  1958,  (4  and  5) 
Notices  of  Change,  undated. 

Purchasers :  (1  and  3)  Arkansas  Louisiana 
Gas  Company,  (2)  United  Gas  Pipe  Line 
Company,  (4)  Tennessee  Gas  Transmission 
Company,  (5)  La-Tex  Petroleum  Products 
Corporation. 

Rate  schedule  designation:  (1)  Supplement 
No.  5  to  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule 
No.  48.  (2)  Supplement  No.  1  to  Respond¬ 
ent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule  No.  295.  (3) 

Supplement  No.  4  to  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas 
Rate  Schedule  No.  56.  (4)  Supplement  No. 

13  to  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule 
No.  218.  (5)  Supplement  No.  2  to  Respond¬ 

ent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule  No.  246. 

Effective  date:  August  1,  1958  (effective 
date  is  the  date  proposed  by  Respondent) . 

Note:  The  remaining  text  of  this  doc¬ 
ument  is  identical  with  that  of  F.  R.  Doc. 
58-6178,  supra. 

By  the  Commission. 

[seal]  Joseph  H.  Gutride, 

Secretary. 

IF.  R.  Doc.  58-6310;  Filed,  Aug.  7,  1958; 

8:56  a.  m.] 


[Docket  No.  G-15763] 
Continental  Oil  Co.  et  al. 

ORDER  FOR  HEARING,  SUSPENDING  PROPOSED 

CHANGES  IN  RATES,  AND  ALLOWING  IN¬ 
CREASED  RATES  TO  BECOME  EFFECTIVE 

July  31,  1958. 

Continental  Oil  Company  (Operator) 
et  al.  (Respondent)  on  July  7  and  17, 
1958,  tendered  for  filing  proposed 
changes  in  its  presently  effective  ,rate 
schedules  for  sales  of  natural  gas  sub¬ 
ject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Commis¬ 
sion.  The  proposed  changes,  which  con¬ 
stitute  increased  rates  and  charges,  are 
contained  in  the  following  designated 
filings: 

Description:  Notices  of  Change,  undated. 

Purchasers:  (1)  United  Gas  Pipe  Line  Com¬ 
pany,  (2)  Tennessee  Gas  Transmission  Com¬ 
pany,  (3)  United  Gas  Pipe  Line  Company, 
(4)  United  Gas  Pipe  Line  Company. 

Rate  schedule  designation:  (1)  Supple¬ 
ment  No.  2  to  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate 
Schedule  No.  115.  (2)  Supplement  No.  3  to 

Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule  No. 
138.  (3)  Supplement  No.  3  to  Respondent’s 

FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule  No.  80.  (4)  Supple¬ 

ment  No.  2  to  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate 
Schedule  No.  98. 

Effective  date:  August  1,  1958  (effective 
date  is  the  date  proposed  by  Respondent) . 

Note:  The  remaining  text  of  this  doc¬ 
ument  is  identical  with  that  of  F.  R.  Doc. 
58-6178,  supra.. 

By  the  Commission. 

[seal]  Joseph  H.  Gutride, 

Secretary. 

[F.  R.  Doc.  58-6311;  Filed,  Aug.  7,  1958; 

8:56  a.  m.] 


[Docket  No.  G-15767] 

M.  F.  McCain  et  al. 
order  for  hearing,  suspending  proposed 

CHANGES  IN  RATES,  AND  ALLOWING  IN¬ 
CREASED  RATES  TO  BECOME  EFFECTIVE 

July  31, 1958. 

M.  F.  McCain  (Operator)  et  al.  (Re¬ 
spondent)  on  July  21,  1958,  tendered  for 
filing  proposed  changes  in  his  presently 
effective  rate  schedules  for  sales  of  nat¬ 
ural  gas  subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Commission.  The  proposed  changes, 
which  constitute  increased  rates  and 
charges,  are  contained  in  the  following 
designated  filings : 

Description :  Notices  of  Change,  dated  July 
17,  1958. 

Purchaser:  (1)  Texas  Eastern  Transmis¬ 
sion  Corporation,  (2)  Texas  Gas  Transmis¬ 
sion  Corporation. 

Rate  schedule  designation:  (1)  Supple¬ 
ment  No.  3  to  Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate 
Schedule  No.  3.  (2)  Supplement  No.  2  to 

Respondent’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule  No.  2. 

Effective  date:  August  1,  1958  (effective 
date  is  the  date  proposed  by  Respondent). 

Note;  The  remaining  text  of  this  doc¬ 
ument  is  identical  with  that  of  F.  R.  Doc. 
58-6178,  supra. 

By  the  Commission. 

[seal]  Joseph  H.  Gutride, 

Secretary. 

[F.  R.  Doc.  58-6312;  Filed,  Aug.- 7.  1958; 

8:56  a.  m.] 


[Docket  No.  G-15260]  ,  „ 

.  Montana-Dakota  Utilities  Co. 

v  • 

NOTICE  OF  APPLICATION  AND  DATE  OF 
HEARING 

July  31,  1958. 

Take  notice  that  Montana-Dakota 
Utilities  Co.  (Applicant),  a  Delaware 
corporation  with  its  principal  place  of 
business  in  Minneapolis,  Minnesota,  filed 
an  application  on  June  10, 1958,  pursuant 
to  section  7  of  the  Natural  Gas  Act,  for  a 
certificate  of  public  convenience  and 
necessity  authorizing  construction  and 
operation  of  a  tap  on  its  12% -inch  Wor- 
land,  Wyoming  to  Cabin  Creek,  Montana 
pipeline,  together  with  2.65  miles  of  2%- 
inch  pipeline  lateral  running  soutfi  from 
the  tap  to  a  metering  station  in  Custer 
County,  Montana,  for  the  purpose  of  ren¬ 
dering  natural  gas  service  to  the  United 
States  Air  Force  Radar  Station  in  Custer 
County,  Montana,  near  Miles  City,  all  as 
more  fully  represented  in  the  application 
on  file  with  the  Commission,  and  open 
for  public  inspection. 

The  application  recites  the  pipeline  is 
sized  to  be  adequate  for  the  present  re¬ 
quirements  or  expanded  requirements  of 
said  Station.  Annual  consumption  be¬ 
fore  expansion  would  be  12,840  Mcf  with 
a  peak  day  of  160  Mcf;  and  after  expan¬ 
sion  25,960  Mcf  annually,  and  320  Mcf 
on  a  peak  day. 

The  estimated  cost  of  the  proposed 
pipeline  and  tap  is  $16,900,  and  the 
metering  facilities  $7,330,  a  total  of 
$24,230,  of  which  the  Air  Force  will  pay 
as  a  connection  charge  $20,000,  which 


will  be  amortized  at  a  discount  of  15  per 
cent  applied  to  actual  sales  revenue  re" 
ceived.  The  balance  of.  the  cost  will  he 
supplied  from  working  capital. 

This  matter  is  one  that  should  be  dis 
posed  of  as  promptly  as  possible  under 
the  applicable  rules  and  regulations  an* 
to  that  end:  *** 

Take  further  notice  that,  pursuant  to 
the  authority  contained  in  and  subject 
to  the  jurisdiction  conferred  upon  the 
Federal  Power  Commission  by  sections  1 
and  15  of  the  Natural  Gas  Act,  and  the 
Commission’s  rules  of  practice  and  pro¬ 
cedure,  a  hearing  will  be  held  on  Sep¬ 
tember  11, 1958,  at  9:30  a.  m.,  e.'d.  s.t.,in 
a  Hearing  Room  of  the  Federal  Power 
Commission,  441  G  Street,  NW,,  Wash¬ 
ington,  D.  C„  concerning  the  matters  in¬ 
volved  in  and  the  issues  presented  by 
such  application:  Provided,  however, 
That  the  Commission  may,  after  a  non- 
contested  hearing,  dispose  of  the  pro¬ 
ceedings  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of 
§  1.30  (c)  (1)  or  (2)  of  the  Commission’s 
rules  of  practice  and  procedure.  Under 
the  procedure  herein  provided  for,  unless 
otherwise  advised,  it  will  be  unnecessary 
for  Applicant  to  appear  or  be  represented 
at  the  hearing. 

Protests  or  petitions  to  intervene  may 
be  filed  with  the  Federal  Power  Commis¬ 
sion,  Washington  25,  D.  C.,  in  accordance 
with  the  rules  of  practice  and  procedure 
(18  CFR  1.8  or  1.10)  on  or  before  August 
25,  1958.  Failure  of  any  party  to  appear 
at  and  participate  in  the  hearing  shall  be 
construed  as  waiver  of  and  concurrence 
in  omission  herein  of  the  intermediate 
decision  procedure  in  cases  where  a  re¬ 
quest  therefor  is  made. 

[seal]  '  Joseph  H.  Gutride, 

Secretary. 

[F.  R.  Doc.  85-6205;  Filed,  Aug.  7,  1958; 

8:47  a.  m.] 


[Docket  No.  G— 12759  etc.] 
Oklahoma  Natural  Gas  Co.  et  al. 

NOTICE  OF  APPLICATIONS  AND  DATE 
OF  HEARING 

July  31,  1958. 

In  the  matters  of  Oklahoma  Natural 
Gas  Company,1  Docket  No.  G-12759;  Gas 
Gathering  Company,*  Docket  No.  G- 
12760;  Magnolia  Petroleum  Company, 
Docket  No.  G-12770;  Gulf  Oil  Corpora¬ 
tion,3  Docket  No.  G-12782;  Virgil  E. 
Watson  et  al.,  Docket  No.  G-12785;  Slick 
Oil  Corporation,  Docket  No.  G-12786; 
The  Atlantic  Refining  Company,*  Docket 
No.  G-12787;  The  Texas  Company, 
(Operator)  et  al..5  Docket  No.  G-12800; 
The  Atlantic  Refining  Company,  (Opera¬ 
tor)  et  al.,9  Docket  No.  G-12803;  Cities 
Service  Oil  Company*  Docket  No.  G- 
12807 ;  Ashland  Oil  &  Refining  Company,* 
Docket  No.  G-12808;  Ashland  Oil  It  Re¬ 
fining  Company,9  (Operator)  et  al, 
Docket  No.  G-12809;  Ashland  Oil  It  Re¬ 
fining  Company,10  (Operator)  et  aL, 
Docket  No.  G-12810;  Ashland  Oil  It  Re¬ 
fining  Company,11  Docket  No.  G-12811. 

Take  notice  that  each  of  the  above- 
designated  parties,  hereinafter  referred 
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to  as  Applicants,  has  filed  an  application 
tor  a  certificate  of  public  convenience 
and  necessity,  pursuant  to  section  7  of 
the  Natural  Gas  Act,  authorizing  the  sale 
of  natural  gas  as  hereinafter  described, 
subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Com¬ 
mission,  all  as  more  fully  presented  in  the 


respective  applications  which  are  on  file 
with  the  Commission  and  open  to  public 
inspection. 

Applicants  produce  and  propose  to  sell 
natural  gas  for  transportation  in  inter¬ 
state  commerce  for  resale  as  indicated 
below : 


Docket 

No. 


0-12759 

0-12760 

0-12770 

0-12782 

0-12785 

0-12786 

0-12787 

0-12800 


0-12803 

0-12807 

0-12808 

0-12809 

0-12810 

0-12811 


Field 

County  or  Parish 

v  State 

Grant  County _ _ _ 

Oklahoma _ 

Reynolds  Ranch  Area. 

Jim  Wells  County.... 

Texas . . 

Barber  County _ 

Kansas _ 

Witcher - - — 

Oklahoma  County.... 

Oklahoma _ 

Haskell  County _ 

Kansas _ 

East  Boarhead  Creek.. 

Beauregard  Parish.... 

Louisiana . 

Camrick  Southeast 

Texas  and  Beaver 

Oklahoma _ 

Gas  Pool. 

Counties. 

't'exas _ 

McMullen  County.... 

Camrick  Southeast 

Beaver  and  Texas 

Oklahoma.... 

Gas  Pool. 

Counties. 

Morton  County _ 

Kansas _ 

W'itcher-Munger . 

Oklahoma  County.... 

.do . . ... 

Oklahoma.... 

. do _ 

_ do _ _ _ 

. _ do _ 

_ do _ ...... _ 

. do . 

Purchaser 


Cities  Service  Gas  Co. 

Texas  Illinois  Natural  Gas  Pipeline 
Co. 

Cities  Service  Gas  Co. 

Champlin  Oil  &  Refining  Co.  (for 
resale  to  Cities  Service  Gas  Co.). 

Colorado  Interstate  Gas  Co. 

Trunkline  Gas  Co. 

Natural  Gas  Pipeline  Co.  of  America. 

Texas  Eastern  Transmission  Corp. 
(assignee  of  Wilcox  Trend  Gather¬ 
ing  System,  Inc.). 

Natural  Gas  Pipeline  Co.  of  America. 

Colorado  Interstate  Gas  Co. 

Champlin  Oil  &  Refining  Co.  (for 
resale  to  Cities  Service  Gas  Co.). 

Do. 

Do.  - 

Do. 


These  related  matters  should  be  heard 
on  a  consolidated  record  and  disposed  of 
as  promptly  as  possible  under  the  appli¬ 
cable  rules  and  regulations  and  to  that 

end: 

Take  further  notice  that,  pursuant  to 
the  authority  contained  in  and  subject 
to  the  jurisdiction  conferred  upon  the 
Federal  Power  Commission  by  sections  7 
and  15  of  the  Natural  Gas  Act,  and  the 
Commission’s  rules  of  practice  and  pro¬ 
cedure,  a  hearing  will  be  held  on  August 
25,  1958,  at  9:30  a.  m.,  e.  d.  s.  t.,  in  a 
Hearing  Room  of  the  Federal  Power 
Commission,  441  G  Street  NW.,  Wash¬ 
ington,  D.  C.,  concerning  the  matters  in¬ 
volved  in  and  the  issues  presented  by 
such  applications:  Provided,  hoivever. 
That  the  Commission  may,  after  a  non- 
contested  hearing  dispose  of  the  proceed¬ 
ings  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  §  1.30 
(c)  (1)  or  (2)  of  the  Commission’s  rules 
of  practice  and  procedure.  Under  the 
procedure  herein  provided  for,  unless 
otherwise  advised,  it  will  be  unnecessary 
for  Applicants  to  appear  or  be  repre¬ 
sented  at  the  hearing. 

Protests  or  petitions  to  intervene  may 
be  filed  with  the  Federal  Power  Commis¬ 
sion,  Washington  25,  D.  C.,  in  accordance 
with  the  rules  of  practice  and  procedure 
(18CFR  1.8  or  1.10)  on  or  before  August 
22, 1958.  Failure  of  any  party  to  appear 
at  and  participate  in  the  hearing  shall 
be  construed  as  waiver  of  and  concur¬ 
rence  in  omission  herein  of  the  inter¬ 
mediate  decision  procedure  in  cases 
where  a  request  therefor  is  made. 

[seal]  Joseph  H.  Gutride, 

Secretary. 

1  Oklahoma  Natural  Gas  Company  is  filing 
for  authorization  to  sell  natural  gas  from 
the  subject  acreage  pursuant  to  a  gas  sales 
contract  dated  May  28,  1957,  and  amenda¬ 
tory  agreement  (filed  August  26, 1957)  adding 
additional  acreage  thereto  dated  July  9,  1957. 

*Oas  Gathering  Company  is  filing  for  au¬ 
thorization  to  sell  natural  gas  produced  from 
the  G.  W.  Reynolds  Tract  (Coastal  States  No. 
1  Well)  pursuant  to  an  amendatory  agree¬ 
ment  dated  March  29,  1957,  which  adds  addi¬ 
tional  acreage  to  a  basic  contract  dated  Sep¬ 
tember  1,  1956.  Applicant  was  authorized  in 
Docket  No.  G-12281  covering  the  sale  of  gas 


under  the  basic  contract.  The  subject  gas 
is  purchased  from  L.  M.  Fisher  et  al.,  which 
producers  have  filed  in  pending  Docket  No. 
G-12899  for  authorization  to  sell  natural  gas 
to  Gas  Gathering  Company. 

*  Application  covers  the  proposed  sale  6f 
natural  gas  to  Champlin  Oil  and  Refining 
Company  under  gas  sales  contract  dated  May 
8,  1957,  which  contract  is  subject  to  a  prior 
contract  between  Applicant  and  Oklahoma 
Natural  Gas  Company  dated  December  8, 
1954.  Amendment  filed  Auugst  26,  1957,  re¬ 
quests  that  any  certificate  issued  to  Applicant 
recognize  the  fact  that  the  subject  gas  is 
surplus  gas  and  that  as  such  is  subject  to 
prior  rights  of  Oklahoma  Natural. 

‘The  Atlantic  Refining  Company,  nonop¬ 
erator,  is  filing  for  its  12.422  per  cent  Interest 
in  a  640  acre  gas  unit,  production  from  which 
is  proposed  to  be  sold  under  a  ratification 
agreement  dated  March  4,  1957,  of  a  basic 
contract  dated  November  7,  1955,  between 
The  Carter  Oil  Company,  Seller,  and  Natural 
Gas  Pipeline  Company  of  America,  Buyer. 
Both  Atlantic  and  Pipeline  Company  are 
signatory  parties  to  the  subject  ratification 
agreement.  Carter  was  authorized  in  Docket 
No.  G-9765  covering  the  sale  of  gas  under  the 
basic  contract. 

*  The  Texas  Company  is  filing  for  its  100 
percent  interest  in  production  from  the 
H.  E.  Gouger  Fee  NCT-4,  production  from 
which  is  proposed  to  be  sold  under  an 
amendatory  agreement  dated  May  3,  1957, 
which  adds  additional  acreage  to  a  basic 
contract  dated  June  20,  1953,  as  amended. 
Applicant  was  authorized  in  Docket  No. 
G— 4820  covering  the  sale  of  gas  under  the 
basic  contract. 

‘The  Atlantic  Refining  Company,  Oper¬ 
ator,  is  filing  for  authorization  to  sell  natural 
gas  attributable  to  its  interest  in  the  320- 
acre  Sheets  Gas  Unit  and  lists  the  owners  of 
working  interests  as  follows:  The  Atlantic 
,  Refining  Company,  Operator,  50  percent;  Ed- 
25  win  L.  Cox,  16.6667  percent;  Don  E.  Archer, 
8.3334  percent;  Carl  Archer,  Effle  Pearl  Archer 
and  Phillips  Petroleum  Company,  8.3333  per¬ 
cent  each.  In  addition,  the  application 
covers  the  proposed  sale  of  natural  gas  from 
Atlantic’s  100  percent  interest  in  1,800  non- 
unitized  acres.  The  subject  gas  is  proposed 
to  be  sold  pursuant  to  am  amendatory  agree¬ 
ment  dated  April  29,  1957,  which  adds  addi¬ 
tional  acreage  to  a  basic  contract  dated 
January  6,  1956,  as  amended.  Atlantic  is  the 
only  signatory  seller  party  to  the  subject 
amendatory  agreement  and  to  the  basic  con¬ 
tract.  The  application  states  that  it  is 
Operator’s  understanding  that  nonoperators 
will  execute  separate  contracts  to  dispose 


of  their  shares  of  the  gas  produced  from  the 
Sheets  Unit.  Atlantic  was  authorized  In 
Docket  No.  G-9980  to  sell  gas  under  the  basic 
contract. 

Atlantic  amended  Its  application  on  June 
26,  1958,  deleting  from  the  application  the 
NE/4  of  section  8,  T2N,  R19ECM  released 
from  the  contract  by  agreement  of  May  1, 
1958. 

7  Cities  Service  Oil  Company  is  filing  for 
an  additional  18.75  percent  interest  in  pro¬ 
duction  from  the  Brown  F-l  Well,  proposed 
to  be  sold  under  an  amendatory  agreement 
dated  June  17,  1957,  which  adds  additional 
acreages  to  a  basic  contract  dated  October 
20,  1953,  between  Terminal  Facilities  Inc. 
(Predecessor  to  Cities  Service)  and  Colorado 
Interstate.  Cities  Service  was  Authorized  in 
Docket  No.  G-4579  covering  the  sale  of  gas 
under  the  basic  contract.  Cities  Service  Oil 
Company  is  a  signatory  seller  party  to  the 
subject  amendatory  agreement. 

•  The  gas  sales  contract  is  subject  to  a  prior 
contract  between  Ashland  Oil  &  Refining 
Company,  Seller,  and  Oklahoma  Natural  Gas 
Company,  Buyer,  dated  March  5,  1953. 

•  Ashland  Oil  &  Refining  Company,  Operas 
tor,  is  filing  for  Itself  and  on  behalf  of  the 
following  nonoper^tors:  Harper  Oil  Company 
and  The  British-Amerlcan  Oil  Producing 
Company.  All  are  signatory  seller  parties  to 
the  gas  sales  contract  dated  February  27, 
1956,  which  contract  is  subject  to  a  prior 
contract  between  Ashland  Oil  Sc  Refining 
Company,  Seller,  and  Oklahoma  Natural  Gas 
Company,  Buyer,  dated  February  2,  1953. 
Production  is  limited  to  the  Cleveland  Sand. 

10  Ashland  Oil  &  Refining  Company,  Opera¬ 
tor,  is  filing  for  Itself  and  on  behalf  of  the 
following  nonoperators:  W.  J.  Clements  and 
Edward  J.  McLaughlin.  All  are  signatory 
seller  parties  to  the  gas  sales  contract  dated 
February  27,  1956,  which  contract  is  subject 
to  a  prior  oontract  between  Ashland  Oil  Sc 
Refining  Company,  Seller,  and  Oklahoma 
Natural  Gas  Company,  Buyer,  dated  April  10, 

1953. 

“The  gas  sales  contract  is  subject  to  a 
prior  contract  between  Ashland  Oil  &  Refin¬ 
ing  Company,  Seller,  and  Oklahoma  Natural 
Gas  Company,  Buyer,  dated  February  15, 

1954.  Production  is  limited  to  the  Cleveland 
Sand. 

[F.  R.  Doc.  58-6204;  Filed,  Aug.  7,  1958; 

8:47  a.  m.j 


[Docket  No.  G-152881 
Kentucky  Gas  Transmission  Corp. 

NOTICE  OF  APPLICATION  AND  DATE  OF 
HEARING 

July  31, 1958. 

Take  notice  that  Kentucky  Gas  Trans¬ 
mission  Corporation  (Applicant),  a 
Delaware  corporation  and  a  subsidiary  of 
The  Columbia  Gas  System,  Inc.,  with  its 
principal  place  of  business  in  Charleston, 
West  Virginia,  filed  on  June  13,  1958,  an 
application  pursuant  to  section  7  (b)  of 
the  Natural  Gas  Act  for  permission  and 
approval  to  abandon  its  330  HP  Lexing¬ 
ton  Compressor  Station,  Fayette  County, 
Kentucky,  located  at  the  western  end  of 
an  8-inch  line  of  Petroleum  Exploration 
Company,  leased  by  Applicant,  all  as 
more  fully  represented  in  the  application 
on  file  with  the  Commission  and  open  for 
public  inspection.  ' 

The  application  recites  that  Appli¬ 
cant’s  Lexington  station,  a  330  HP 
station,  was  acquired  by  Applicant  from 
its  predecessor,  Central  Kentucky 
Natural  Gas  Company,  upon  acquisition 
of  the  latter’s  entire  facilties  as  au- 


NOTICES 


filing  a  proposed  change  In  Its  presently  l  Docket  No.  G-15792] 

filed  rate  schedule  for  the  sale  of  natural  R  L  Foree 

?as  subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the 

Commission.  The  proposed  change,  order  for  hearing  and  suspending 
svhich  constitutes  an  increased  rate  and  proposed  change  in  rates 

charge,  is  contained  in  the  following  july^i  iom 

designated  filing:  .  R  L  poree  (Poree)  on 

Description:  Notice  of  Change,  dated  June  tendered  for  filing  a  proposed  change  ta 
^Purchaser  -  h  l  Hunt  *  his  Presently  effective  rate  schedule  for 

Rate  schedule  designation:  Supplement  No.  °'  natufra>  subject  to  the 

7  to  Placid’s  ppc  Gas  Rate  Schedule  No.  14.  Jurisdiction  of  the  Commission.  The 
Effective  date:  August  l,  1958  (effective  proposed  change,  which  constitutes  an 
date  is  the  effective  date  proposed  by  increased  rate  and  charge,  is  contained 
Placid).  in  the  following  designated  filing; 

The  instant  Notice  of  Change  reflects  Description:  Notice  of  Change,  dated  Juns 
In  whole  or  in  part  the  effect  of  the  27*  195®j  _  . 

Louisiana  State  Gathering  Tax  which  is  Gaf 

stated  tn  he  effective  nf  Anffiict  1  1QSR  Rate  schedule  designation.  Supplement 
stated  to  oe  effective  as  ol  August  1, 1958.  No  5  ^  Foree-s  ppc  Gas  Rate  Schedule  No  l 

The  use  of  Supplement  No.  6  to  Placid’s  Effective  date:  August  l,  1958  (effect^ 
FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule  No.  14  was  de-  date  is  the  first  day  after  expiration  of  the 
ferred  by  Commission  order  issued  July  required  thirty  days’  notice). 

1,  1958,  at  Docket  No.  15371.  _  ,  -  « 

The  increased  rate  and  charge  pro-  rnt^  inrrpav  Povl 
posed  has  not  been  shown  to  be  justified,  nHnf  {SSL?**  con* 

and  may  be  unjust,  unreasonable,  unduly 

discriminatory  or  nref erential  or  other-  v^slon>  was  arrived  at  by  arm  s-length 
w£  imlatful  preIerentla1’  or  oUier‘  bargaining,  the  increased  price  is  in  all 

Thn  Tf  _ respects  fair,  reasonable  and  just  and  not 

The  Commission  finds:  It  is  necessary  - jL _ _ 

and  proper  in  the  public  interest  and  Z  ^°ve  «Le  »"»“*  Foree  tato  th.t 
aid  in  toe  enforcement  of  the  prorisions  price  escalator  clauses  are  coi^oTta 
of  the  Natural  Gas  Act  that  the  Comnus-  Iong.term  gas  sales  contracts  and  afford 
sion  enter  upon  a  hearing  concerning  the  buyer  a  low  price  during  the  early 
the  lawfulness  of  the  said  proposed  period  of  the  contract  and  increase  the 
change,  and  that  Supplement  No.  7  to  compensation  to  seller  as  his  costs  in- 
Placid’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule  No.  14  crease.  Foree  also  states  that  the  in- 
be  suspended  and  the  use  thereof  de-  creased  price  is  necessary  to  encourage 
ferred  as  hereinafter  ordered.  exploration  and  denial  of  the  proposed 

The  Commission  orders:  pri«e  would  result  in  the  taking  of  sel- 

(A)  Pursuant  to  the  authority  of  the  ler’s  Property  without  due  process  of  law. 

Natural  Gas  Act,  particularly  sections  4  The  increased  rate  and  charge  sopro- 

and  15  thereof,  the  Commission’s  rules  p“ed  has  £ot  been  ?hown  be  Jastlfled’ 

,  .  vuumuwii/uo  iujco  and  m  be  unjust  unreasonable,  un- 

of  practice  and  procedure  and  the  regu-  duly  discriminatory,  or  preferential,  or 

lations  under  the  Natural  Gas  Act  (18  otherwise  unlawful. 

CFR  Ch.  I),  a  public  hearing  be  held  The  Commission  finds :  It  is  necessary 

upon  a  date  to  be  fixed  by  notice  from  and  proper  in  the  public  interest  and  to 

the  Secretary  concerning  the  lawfulness  aid  in  the  enforcement  of  the  provisions 

of  the  proposed  increased  rate  and  of  the  Natural  Gas  Act  that  the  Corn- 

charge  contained  in  Supplement  No.  7  mission  enter  upon  a  hearing  concero- 

to  Placid’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule  No.  14.  ing  the  lawfulness  of  the  said  proposed 

(B)  Pending  such  hearing  and  deci-  change,  and  that  Supplement  No.  5  to 
sion  thereon,  said  supplement  be  and  it  F°ree’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule  No.  1 

is  hereby  suspended  and  the  use  thereof  {*“?»«**“* 

..  -  .  ferred  as  heremafter  ordered, 

deferred  until  the  date  on  which  Supple-  The  Commlssion  orders : 

ment  No.  6  to  Placid’s  PPC  Gas  Rate  (A)  pursuaat  t0  the  authority  of  the 
Schedule  No.  14  is  made  effective  in  the  Natural  Gas  Act,  particularly  sections  4 
manner  prescribed  by  the  Natural  Gas  and  15  thereof,  the  Commission’s  rules  of 
Act,  or  until  August  2,  1958,  whichever  practice  and  procedure,  and  the  regula- 
is  later.  tions  under  the  Natural  Gas  Act  (18  CFR 

(C)  Neither  the  supplement  hereby  Ch.  I) ,  a  public  hearing  be  held  upon  a 

suspended  nor  the  rate  schedule  sought  date  to  be  fixed  by  notice  from  the  Sec- 
to  be  altered  thereby  shall  be  changed  retary  concerning  the  lawfulness  of  the 
until  this  proceeding  has  been  disposed  proposed  increased  rate  and  charge  con- 
of  or  until  the  period  of  suspension  has  in  Sumlement  No.  5  to  Foree’! 

expired,  unless  otherwise  ordered  by  the  (B)  “nding  scuceh uh|arl°ng  and  ded. 

commission.  sion  thereon,  said  supplement  be  and  it 

(D)  Interested  State  commissions  may  is  hereby  suspended  and  the  use  thereof 
participate  as  provided  by  §§  1.8  and  1.37  deferred  until  January  1,  1959,  and  until 
(f )  of  the  Commission’s  rules  of  practice  such  further  time  as  it  is  made  effective 
and  procedure  (18  CFR,  1.8  and  1.37  (f) ) .  in  the  manner  prescribed  by  the  Natural 

By  the  Commission.  Gas  Act. 

>  -  (C)  Neither  the  supplement  hereby 

[seal!  Joseph  H.  Gutride,  suspended  nor  the  rate  schedule  sought 

Secretary.  to  be  altered  thereby  shall  be  changed 
[F.  R.  Doc.  58-6208;  Filed,  Aug.  7.  1958;  until  this  proceeding  has  been  disposed 
8:48  a.  m.i  of  or  until  the  period  of  suspension  ha* 


[Docket  No.  G-15754] 

Placid  Oil  Co.  et  al. 

ORDER  FOR  HEARING  AND  SUSPENDING 
PROPOSED  CHANGE  IN  RATE 

JULY  31,  1958. 

Placid  Oil  Company  (Operator)  et  al. 
(Placid)  on  June  30,  1958  tendered  for 


Rate  Schedule  No.  65  and  Supplements  lations  under  the  Natural  Gas  Act  (18 
Nos.  1  and  2  thereto,  are  made  effective  CFR  Ch.  I),  a  public  hearing  be  held 
in  the  manner  prescribed  by  the  Natural  upon  a  date  to  be  fixed  by  notice  from 
Gas  Act,  or  until  August  2,  1958,  which-  the  Secretary  concerning  the  lawfulness 
ever  is  later.  v  of  the  proposed  increased  rates  and 

(C)  Neither  the  supplement  hereby  charges  contained  in  Supplement  No.  6 
suspended,  nor  the  rate  schedule  sought  to  Estate’s  PPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule  No. . 
to  be  altered  thereby,  shall  be  changed  8  and  Supplement  No.  6  to  Estate’s  PPC 
until  this  proceeding  has  been  disposed  Gas  Rate  Schedule  No.  9. 

(B)  Pending  such  hearing  and  deci¬ 
sion  thereon,  said  supplements  be  and 
they  are  hereby  suspended  and  the  use 
thereof  deferred  until  the  dates  upon 
which  Supplement  No.  5  to  Estate’s  PPC 
Gas  Rate  Schedule  No.  8  and  Supplement 
No.  5  to  Estate’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule 
No.  9  are  made  effective  in  the  manner 
prescribed  by  the  Natural  Gas  Act,  or 
until  August  2,  1958,  whichever  is  later. 

(C)  Neither  the  supplements  hereby 
suspended  nor  the  rate  schedules  sought 

1958;  to  be  altered  thereby  shall  be  changed 
until  this  proceeding  has  been  disposed 
of  or  until  therperiods  of  suspension  have 
expired,  unless  otherwise  ordered  by  the 
Commission. 

(D)  Interested  State  commissions  may 
tatv  participate  as  provided  by  §§  1.8  and 

1.37  (f)  of  the  Commission’s  rules  of 
ng  practice  and  procedure  (18  CFR  1.8  and 
1.37  (f)>. 

58.  By  the  Commission, 

state  [seal]  Joseph  H.  Gutride, 

iered  Secretary. 

pres- 

[P.  R.  Doc.  58-6210;  Piled,  Aug.  7,  1958; 
8:48  a.  m.] 


[sealI  Joseph  H.  Gutride,  of  or  until  the  periods  of  suspension  have 

Secretary.  expired,  unless  otherwise  ordered  by  the 
R  DOC.  58-6207;  Piled,  Aug.  7,  1958;  Commission. 

‘r*  '  8:48  a.m.]  (D)  Interested  State  commissions  may 

participate  as  provided  by  §§1.8  and 
/  ■  1.37  (f)  of  the  Commission’s  rules  of 

practice  and  procedure  (18  CFR  1.8  and 
[Docket  No.  G-15781]  1.37  (f ) ) 

Amerada  Petroleum  Corp. 

ORpER  FOR  HEARING  AND  SUSPENDING 
PROPOSED  CHANGE  IN  RATES 

July  31, 1958. 

Amerada  Petroleum  Corporation 
(Amerada)  on  June  30,  1958,  tendered 
for  filing  a  proposed  change  in  its  pres¬ 
ently  filed  rate  schedule  for  the  sale  of 
natural  gas  subject  to  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  Commission.  The  proposed 
change,  which  constitutes  an  increased 
rate  and  charge,  is  contained  in  the  fol¬ 
lowing  designated  filing: 

Description:  Notice  of  Change,  dated  June 
27,  1958.  , 

Purchaser :  United  Gas  Pipe  Line  Company. 

Rate  schedule  designation:  Supplement 
No.  3  to  Amerada’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule 
No.  65. 

Effective  date:  August  1,  1958  (effective 
date  is  the  effective  date  proposed  by 

Amerada) . 

The  instant  Notice  of  Change  reflects 
in  whole  or  in  part  the  effect  of  the  Lou¬ 
isiana  State  Gathering  Tax  which  is 
stated  to  be  effective  as  of  August  1, 

1958.  The  use  of  the  aforementioned 
rate  schedule  was  suspended  by  orders 
dateu  February  10  and  March  21,  1958  at 
Docket  No.  G-14421. 

The  increased  rate  and  charge  so  pro¬ 
posed  has  not  been  shown  to  be  justified, 
and  may  be  unjust,  unreasonable,  unduly 
discriminatory,  or  preferential,  or  other 
wise  unlawful. 

The  Commission  finds:  It  is  necessary 
and  proper  in  the  public  interest  and  to 
aid  in  the  enforcement  of  the  provisions 
of  the  Natural  Gas  Act  that  the  Com¬ 
mission  enter  upon  a  hearing  concerning 
the  lawfulness  of  the  said  proposed 
change,  and  that  Supplement  No.  3  to 
Amerada’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule  No. 

65  be  suspended  and  the  use  thereof  de¬ 
ferred  as  hereinafter  ordered. 

The  Commission  orders: 

(A)  Pursuant  to  the  authority  of  the 
Natural  Gas  Act,  particularly  sections  4 
and  15  thereof,  the  Commission’s  rules  of 
practice  and  procedure,  and  the  regula¬ 
tions  under  the  Natural  Gas  Act  (18  CFI^ 

Ch.  1),  a  public  hearing  be  held  upon  a 
date  to  be  fixed  by  notice  from  the  Secre¬ 
tary  concerning  the  lawfulness  of  the 
proposed  increased  rates  and  charges/ 
contained  in  Supplement  No.  3  to 
Amerada’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule  No. 


NOTICES 


of  practice  and  procedure,  and  the  regu-  and  that  Supplement  No.  5  to  Magnolia’s  unduly  discriminatory,  or 
lations  under  the  Natural  Gas  Act  (18  PPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule  No.  24  be  sus-  otherwise  unlawful. 

CFR  Ch.  I) ,  a  public  hearing  be  held  pended  and  use  thereof  deferred  as  here¬ 
upon  a  date  to  be  fixed  by  notice  from  inaf ter  ordered. 

the  Secretary  concerning  the  lawfulness  The  Commission  orders:  aid  in  the  enforcement  of  the 

of  the  proposed  increased  rate  and  charge 

contained  in  Supplement  No.  10  to  Pan  Natural  Gas  Act,  particularly  sections  4 
American’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule  No.  and  15  thereof,  the  Commission’s  rules 
173.  of  practice  and  procedure,  and  the  regu- 

(B)  Pending  such  hearing  and  deci¬ 
sion  thereon,  said  supplement  be  and  it 

is  hereby  suspended  and  the  use  thereof  a  date  to  be  fixed  by  notice  from  the 
deferred  until  the  date  upon  which  Sup-  Secretary  concerning  the  lawfulness  of 
plement  No.  9  to  Pan  American’s  FPC  the  proposed  increased  rate  and  charge 
Gas  Rate  Schedule  No.  173  is  made  effec-  contained  in  Supplement  No.  5  to  Mag- 
tive  in  the  manner  prescribed  by  the  nolia’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule  No.  24. 

Natural  Gas  Act,  or  until  August  2,  1958,  (B)  Pending  such  hearing  and  deci- 

whichever  is  later.  *  sion  thereon,  said  supplement  be  and  it 

(C)  Neither  the  supplement  hereby  is  hereby  suspended  and  the  use  there- 
suspended  nor  the  rate  schedule  sought  of  deferred  until  the  suspended  rate  af- 
to  be  altered  thereby  shall  be  changed  fected  thereby  is  made  effective  in  the 
until  this  proceeding  has  been  disposed  manner  prescribed  by  the  Natural  Gas 
of  or  until  the  period  of  suspension  has 

expired,  unless  otherwise  ordered  by  the  gust  2, 1958,  whichever  is  later. 

Commission. 

(D)  Interested  State  commissions  may  suspended,  nor  the  rate  schedule  sought 
participate  as  provided  by  §§  1.8  and  1.37 

(f )  of  the  Commission’s  rules  of  practice  until  this  proceeding  has  been  disposed  of 
and  procedure  (18  CFR  1.8  and  1.37  (f) ).  or  until  the  period  of  suspension  has  ex- 

„  ..  ~ _ .  . _  pired,  unless  otherwise  ordered  by  the 

By  the  Commission.  Commission. 

[seal]  Joseph  H.  Gutride,  (D)  Interested  State  commissions  may 

Secretary..  participate  as  provided  by  §§  1.8  and  1.37 

IF.  R.  Doc.  58-6211;  Filed,  Aug.  7,  1958;  of  the  Commission’s  rules  of  practice  -  ,  ■ 

8  48  ami  and  procedure  (18  CFR  1.8  and  1.37  (f) ).  suspended  nor  the  rate  schedule  sought 

.  .  to  be  altered  thereby  shall  be  changed 

tne  Commission.  ,  until  this  proceeding  has  been  disposed 

of  or  until  the  period  of  suspension  has 
expired,  unless  otherwise  ordered  by  the 
Commission. 

(D)  Interested  State  commissions  may 
participate  as  provided  by  §§  1.8  and  1.37 
(f)  of  the  Commission’s  rules  of  prac¬ 
tice  and  procedure  (18  CFR  1.8  and  1.37 
(f) ) . 

By  the  Commission. 

[seal]  Joseph  H.  Gutride, 

Secretary. 

[F.  R.  Doc.  58-6214;  Filed,  Aug.  7,  1958; 
8:48  a.  m.] 


preferential,  of 

The  Commission  finds:  It  Is  necessary 
and  proper  in  the  public  interestandtj 

provision* 

(A)  Pursuant  to  the  authority  of  the  of  the  Natural  Gas  Act  that  the  Commis 

sion  enter  upon  a  hearing  concerning  thi 
lawfulness  of  the  said  proposed  change 
and  that  Supplement  No.  3  to  Gibbons! 
lations  under  the  Natural  Gas  Act  (18  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule  No.  1  be  sus- 
CFRCh.  I),  a  public  hearing  be  held  upon  pended  and  the  use  thereof  deferred  as 

hereinafter  ordered. 

The  Commission  orders: 

(A)  Pursuant  to  the  authority  of  the 
Natural  Gas  Act,  particularly  sections 
4  and  15  thereof,  the  Commission’s  rules 
of  practice  and  procedure,  and  the  regu¬ 
lations  under  the  Natural  Gas  Act  (18 
CFR  Ch.  I),  a  public  hearing  be  held 
upon  a  date  to  be  fixed  by  notice  from 
the  Secretary  concerning  the  lawfulness 
of  the  proposed  increased  rate  and 
Act  in  Docket  No.  G-15787  or  until  Au-  charge  contained  in  Supplement  No.  3  to 

‘  * -  '  ■  *  ‘  ‘  Gibbons’  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule  No.  1. 

(C)  Neither  the  supplement  hereby  (B)  Pending  such  hearing  and  deci- 

_ sion  thereon,  said  supplement  be  and  it 

to  be  altered  thereby,  shall  be  changed  is  hereby  suspended  and  the  use  thereof 

deferred  until  the  date  upon  which  Sup- 
plement  No.  2  to  Gibbons’  FPC  Gas  Rate 
Schedule  is  made  effective  in  the  man¬ 
ner  prescribed  by  the  Natural  Gas  Act, 
or  until  August  2,  1958,  whichever  is 
later. 

(C)  Neither  the  supplement  hereby 


[Docket  No.  15787] 

Magnolia  Petroleum  Co.  et  al.  [F.  i 

ORDER  FOR  HEARING  AND  SUSPENDING 
PROPOSED  CHANGE  IN  RATE 

July  31,  1958. 

Magnolia  Petroleum  Company  (Oper¬ 
ator)  et  al.  (Magnolia)  on  July  1,  1958, 
tendered  for  filing  proposed  change  in  its 
presently  filed  rate  schedule  for  the  sale  OF 
of  natural  gas  subject  to  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  Commission.  The  proposed 
change,  which  constitutes  increased  rate  Ed 
and  charge,  is  contained  in  the  following  195g 
designating  filing:  chan 

Description:  Notice  of  Change,  undated.  ule  f 
Purchaser :  United  Gas  Pipe  Line  Company,  ^he  j 
Rate  schedule  designation:  Supplement  __0_ 
No.  5  to  Magnolia’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule 
No.  24. 

Effective  date:  August  1,  1958  (effective  F 

date  is  the  date  proposed  by  Magnolia).  De- 

Instant  Notice,  of  Change  reflects  in  28^ 
whole  or  in  part  the  effect  of  the  Louisi-  Corpi 
ana  State  Gathering  Tax  which  is  stated  Ra 
to  be  effective  as  of  August  1,  1958.  The  No.  2 
designated  rate  schedule  is  subject  to  No.  l 
suspension  at  Docket  No.  G-15410  until  Eff 
December  10, 1958,  or  as  longer  provided  date‘ 
by  the  Natural  Gas  Act.  bons 

The  increased  rate  and  charge  here  T1 
proposed  has  not  been  shown  to  be  justi-  who! 
fied,  and  may  be  unjust,  unreasonable,  ana 
unduly  discriminatory,  or  preferential,  to  b< 
or  otherwise  unlawful.  use 

The  Commission  finds:  It  is  necessary  men 
and  proper  in  the  public  interest  and  to  orde 
aid  in  the  enforcement  of  the  provisions  Dock 
of  the  Natural  Gas  Act  that  the  Commis-  T1 
sion  enter  upon  a  hearing  concerning  the  prop 
lawfulness  of  the  said  proposed  changes,  fied. 


[Docket  No.  G-15658] 

Lamar  Hunt 

ORDER  FOR  HEARING  AND  SUSPENDING 
PROPOSED  CHANGE  IN  RATE, 

July  31,  1958. 

Lamar  Hunt  (Hunt)  on  July  3',  1958, 
tendered  for  filing  a  proposed  change  in 
his  presently  filed  rate  schedule  for  the 
sale  of  natural  gas  subject  to  the  juris¬ 
diction  of  the  Commission.  The  pro¬ 
posed  change  which  constitutes  an  in¬ 
creased  rate  and  charge,  is  contained  in 
the  following  designated  filing: 

Description:  Notice  of  Change,  undated. 

Purchaser:  H.  L.  Hunt. 

Rate  schedule  designation:  Supplement 
No.  6  to  Hunt’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule  No.  #. 

Effective  date:  August  1,  1958  (effective 
date  is  the  date  proposed  by  Hunt). 

The  instant  Notice  of  Change  reflects 
in  whole  or  in  part  the  effect  of  the  Lou¬ 
isiana  State  Gathering  Tax  which  is 
stated  to  be  effective  as  of  August  1, 1958. 
The  use  of  Supplement  No.  5  to  Hunt’s 


Friday,  August  8,  1958 

ppC  Gas  Rate  Schedule  No.  6  was  de- 
fprred  by  orders  of  the  Commission  dated 
April  25,  and  June  23,  1958,  at  Docket  No. 
0-14936. 

The  increased  rate  and  charge  here 
roposed  has  not  been  shown  to  be  jus¬ 
tified,  and  may  be  unjust,  unreasonable, 
unduiy  discriminatory,  or  preferential, 
or  otherwise  unlawful. 

The  Commission  finds :  It  is  necessary 
and  proper  in  the  public  interest  and  to 
aid  in  the  enforcement  of  the  provisions 
of  the  Natural  Gas  Act  that  the  Commis¬ 
sion  enter  upon  a  hearing  concerning  the 
lawfulness  of  the  said  proposed  change, 
and  that  Supplement  No.  6  to  Hunt’s  FPC 
Gas  Bate  Schedule  No.  6  be  suspended 
and  the  use  thereof  deferred  as  herein¬ 
after  ordered. 

The  Commission  orders : 

(A)  Pursuant  to  the  authority  of  the 
Natural  Gas  Act,  particularly  sections  4 
and  15  thereof,  the  Commission’s  rules 
of  practice  and  procedure,  and  the  regu¬ 
lations  under  the  Natural  Gas  Act  (18 
CFR  Ch.  I),  a  public  hearing  be  held 
upon  a  date  to  be  fixed  by  notice  from 
the  Secretary  concerning  the  lawfulness 
of  the  proposed  increased  rate  and 
charge  contained  in  Supplement  No.  6  to 
Hunt’s  PPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule  No.  6. 

(B)  Pending  such  hearing  and  deci¬ 
sion  thereon,  said  supplement  be  and  it 
is  hereby  suspended  and  the  use  thereof 
deferred  until  the  date  upon  which  Sup¬ 
plement  No.  5  to  Hunt’s  FPC  Gas  Rate 
Schedule  No.  6  is  made  effective  in  the 
manner  prescribed  by  the  Natural  Gas 
Act,  or  until  August  2,  1958,  whichever 
is  later. 

(C)  Neither  the  supplement  hereby 
suspended  nor  the  rate  schedule  sought 
to  be  altered  thereby  shall  be  changed 
until  this  proceeding  has  been  disposed 
of  or  until  the  period  of  suspension  has 
expired,  unless  otherwise  ordered  by  the 
Commission. 

(D)  Interested  State  commissions  may 
participate  as  provided  by  §§1.8  and 

1.37  (f)  of  the  Commission’s  rules  of 
practice  and  procedure  (18  CFR  1.8  and 

1.37  (f) ). 

By  the  Commission. 

[seal]  Joseph  H.  Gutride, 

Secretary. 

(P.  R.  Doc.  58-6215;  Piled,  Aug.  7,  1958; 
8:48  a.  m.] 


[Docket  No.  G-15660] 

J.  R.  Goff,  Trustee 

ORDER  FOR  HEARING.  AND  SUSPENDING 
PROPOSED  CHANGE  IN  RATE 

July  31,  1958. 

J.  R.  Goff,  Trustee  (Goff)  on  July  3, 
1958,  tendered  for  filing  a  proposed 
change  in  his  presently  filed  rate  sched¬ 
ule  for  the  sale  of  natural  gas  subject 
to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Commission. 
The  proposed  change,  which  constitutes 
an  increased  rate  and  charge,  is  -con¬ 
tained  in  the  following  designated  filing: 

Description:  Notice  of  Change,  undated. 

Purchaser:  Trunkline  Gas  Company. 

Rate  schedule  designation:'  Supplement 
No.  8  to  Goff’s  FPS  Gas  Rate  Schedule  No.  1. 

Effective  date:  August  1,  1958  (effective 
date  is  the  date  proposed  by  Goff) . 


FEDERAL  REGISTER 

The  instant  Notice  of  Change  reflects 
in  whole  or  in  part  the  effect  of  the 
Louisiana  State  Gathering  Tax  which 
is  stated  to  be  effective  as  of  August  1, 
1958.  The  use  of  Supplement  No.  2  to 
Goff’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule  No.  1  was 
deferred  by  Commission  order  issued 
December  24,  1957  at  Docket  No.  G- 
14053. 

The  increased  rate  and  charge  here 
proposed  has  not  been  shown  to  be  justi¬ 
fied,  and  may  be  unjust,  unreasonable, 
unduly  discriminatory,  or  preferential,  or 
otherwise  unlawful. 

The  Commission  finds:  It  is  necessary 
and  proper  in  the  public  interest  and 
to  aid  in  the  enforcement  of  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  Natural  Gas  Act  that  the 
Commission  enter  upon  a  hearing  con¬ 
cerning  the  lawfulness  of  the  said  pro¬ 
posed  change,  and  that  Supplement  No. 

3  to  Goff’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule  No. 
1  be  suspended  and  the  use  thereof  de¬ 
ferred  as  hereinafter  ordered. 

The  Commission  orders: 

'  (A)  Pursuant  to  the  authority  of  the 

Natural  Gas  Act,  particularly  sections 

4  and  15  thereof,  the  Commission’s  rules 
of  practice  and  procedure,  and  the  regu¬ 
lations  under  the  Natural  Gas  Act  (18 
CFR  Ch.  I),  a  public  hearing  be  held 
upon  a  date  to  be  fixed  by  notice  from 
the  Secretary  concerning  the  lawfulness 
of  the  proposed  increased  rate  and 
charge  contained  in  Supplement  No.  3  to 
Goff’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule  No.  1. 

(B)  Pending  such  hearing  and  deci¬ 
sion  thereon,  said  supplement  be  and  it  is 
hereby  suspended  and  the  use  thereof 
deferred  until  the  date  upon  which 

Supplement  No.  2  to  Goff’s  FPC  Gas  Rate 
Schedule  is  made  effective  in  the  manner 
prescribed  by  the  Natural  Gas  Act,  or 
until  August  2, 1958,  whichever  is  later. 

(C)  Neither  .the  supplement  hereby 
suspended  nor  the  rate  schedule  sought 
to  be  altered  thereby  shall  be  changed 
until  this  proceeding  has  been  disposed 
of  or  until  the  period  of  suspension  has 
expired,  unless  otherwise  ordered  by  the 
Commission. 

(D)  Interested  State  commissions  may 
participate  as  provided  by  §§  1.8  and 

1.37  (f)  of  the  Commission’s  rules  of 
practice  and  procedure  (18  CFR  1.8  and 

1.37  (f>). 

By  the  Commission. 

[seal]  Joseph  H.  Gutride, 

Secretary. 

[F.  R.  Doc.  58-6216;  Filed,  Aug.  7,  1958; 

8:48  a.  m.] 


[Docket  No.  G-15782] 

L.  L.  Robinson 

order  for  hearing  and  suspending 

PROPOSED  CHANGE  IN  RATES 

July  31,  1958. 

L.  L.  Robinson  (Robinson)  on  June  30, 
1958,  tendered  for  filing  a  proposed 
change  in  his  presently  filed  rate  sched¬ 
ule  for  the  sale  of  natural  gas  subject  to 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  Commission.  The 
proposed  change,  which  constitutes  an 
increased  rate  and  charge,  is  contained 
in  the  following  designated  filing: 


,  6085 

Description:  Notice  of  Change,  dated  June 
28,  1958. 

Purchaser :  Texas  Eastern  Transmission 
Corporation. 

Rate  schedule  designation:  Supplement  No. 

3  to  Robinson’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule 
No.  2. 

Effective  date:  August  1,  1958  (effective 
date  is  that  proposed  by  Respondent). 

The  instant  notice  of  change  reflects 
in  whole  or  in  part  the  effect  of  the  Loui¬ 
siana  State  Gathering  Tax  which  is 
stated  to  be  effective  as  of  August  1, 1958. 
The  use  of  Supplement  No.  2  to  the  afore¬ 
mentioned  rate  schedule  was  deferred  by 
order  dated  December  14, 1954,  atDocket 
No.  G-11592. 

The  increased  rate  and  charge  here 
proposed  has  not  been  shown  to  be  jus¬ 
tified,  and  may  be  unjust,  unreasonable, 
unduly  discriminatory,  or  preferential, 
or  otherwise  unlawful. 

'The  Commission  finds:  It  is  necessary 
and  proper  in  the  public  interest  and  to 
aid  in  the  enforcement  of  the  provisions 
of  the  Natural  Gas  Act  that  the  Commis¬ 
sion  enter  upon  a  hearing  concerning  the 
lawfulness  of  the  said  proposed  change, 
and  that  Supplement  No.  3  to  Robinson’s 
FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule  No.  2  be  sus¬ 
pended  and  the  use  thereof  deferred  as 
hereinafter  ordered.  , 

The  Commission  orders: 

(A)  Pursuant  to  the  authority  of  the 
Natural  Gas  Act,  particularly  sections  4 
and  15  thereof,  the  Commission’s  rules 
of  practice  and  procedure,  and  the  regu¬ 
lations  under  the  Natural  Gas  Act  (18 
CFR  Ch.  I),  a  public  hearing  be  held 
upon  a  date  to  be  fixed  by  notice  from 
the  Secretary  concerning  the  lawfulness 
of  the  proposed  increased  rate  and 
charge  contained  in  Supplement  No.  3  to 
Robinson’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule  No.  2. 

(B)  Pending  such  hearing  and  deci¬ 
sion  thereon,  said  supplement  be  and  it 
is  hereby  suspended  and  the  use  thereof 
deferred  until  the  date  upon  which  Sup¬ 
plement  No.  2  to  Robinson’s  FPC  Gas 
Rate  Schedule  No.  2  is  made  effective  in 
the  manner  prescribed  by  the  Natural 
Gas  Act,  or  until  August  2,  1958,  which¬ 
ever  is  later. 

(C)  Neither  the  supplement  hereby 
suspended  nor  the  rate  schedule  sought 
to  be  altered  thereby  shall  be  changed 
until  this  proceeding  has  been  disposed 
of  or  until  the  period  of  suspension  has 
expired,  unless  otherwise  ordered  by  the 
Commission. 

(D)  Interested  State  commissions  may 
participate  as  provided  by  §§  1.8  and  1.37 
(f)  of  the  Commission’s  rules  of  practice 
and  procedure  (18  CFR  1.8  and  1.37  (f) ). 

By  the  Commission. 

[seal]  Joseph  H.  Gutride, 

Secretary. 

[F.  R.  Doc.  58-6217;  Filed,  Aug.  7.  1958; 
8:48  a.  m.J 


[Docket  No.  G-15783] 


Lamar  Hunt  Trust  Estate 

ORDER  FOR  HEARING  AND  SUSPENDING 
PROPOSED  CHANGE  IN  RATES 

July  31, 1958. 

Lamar  Hunt  Trust  Estate  (Estate)  on 
July  2,  1958,  tendered  for  filing  proposed 


NOTICES 


to  be  altered  thereby  shall  be  changed 
until  this  proceeding  has  been  disposed 
of  or  until  the  period  of  suspensionha* 
expired,  unless  otherwise  ordered  by  the 
Commission. 

(D)  Interested  State  commissions 
may  participate  as  provided  by  (jig 
and  1.37  (f)  of  the  Commission’s  rules 
of  practice  and  procedure  (18  CFRia 
and  1.37  (f)). 

By  the  Commission. 

[seal!  Joseph  H.  Gutridi, 

Secretary. 

[F.  R.  Doc.  58-6219;  Filed,  Aug.  7,  195s. 

8:48  a.  m.]  • 


changes  In  its  presently  filed  rate  sched-  practice  and  procedure  (18  CFR  1.8  and 
ule  for  the  sale  of  natural  gas  subject  to  1.37  (f) ). 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  Commission  The  By  the  commission, 
proposed  changes,  which  constitute  in¬ 
creased  rates  and  charges,  are  contained  [seal]  Joseph  H.  Gtjtride, 

in  the  following  designated  filings ;  Secretary. 

Description:  Notices  of  Change,  undated,  [p.  r.  Doc.  58-6218;  Filed,  Aug.  7,  1958; 

Purchaser :  H.  L. Hunt.  "  8:48a.m.] 

Rate  schedule  designations:  Supplement 
No.  6  to  Estate’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule  No. 

B.  Supplement  No.  6  to  Estate’s  FPC  Gas 
Rate  Schedule  No.  6. 

Effective  date:  August  1,  1958  (effective 
date  is  the  date  proposed  by  Estate) . 

The  instant  Notices  of  Change  reflect 
in  whole  or  in  part  the  effect  of  the 
Louisiana  State  Gathering  Tax  which  is 
stated  to  be  effective  as  of  August  1, 

1958.  The  use  of  Supplement  No.  5  to 
Estate’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule  No.  5 
and  Supplement  No.  5  to  Estate’s  FPC 
Gas  Rate  Schedule  No.  6  was  deferred 
by  Commission  orders  dated  April  25 
and  June  23,  1958,  at  Docket  No. 

G-14938.  - 


[Docket  No.  G-15786] 

Secure  Trusts 

ORDER  FOR  HEARING  AND  SUSPENDING 
PROPOSED  CHANGE  IN  RATE 

July  31,  1958. 

Secure  Trusts  (Secure),  on  July  3, 
1958,  tendered  for  fifing  a  proposed 
change  in  its  presently  filed  rate  sched¬ 
ule  for  the  sale  of  natural  gas  subject  to 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  Commission.  The 
proposed  change,  which  constitutes  an 
increased  rate  and  charge,  is  contained 

The  increased  rates  and  charges  here  jn  the  following  designated  fifing: 
proposed  have  not  been  shown  to  be 
justified,  and  may  be  unjust,  unreason¬ 
able,  unduly  discriminatory,  or  prefer¬ 
ential,  or  otherwise  unlawful. 

The  Commission  finds :  It  is  necessary 
and  proper  in  the  public  interest  and  to 
aid  in  the  enforcement  of  the  provisions 
of  the  Natural  Gas  Act  that  the  Com¬ 
mission  enter  upon  a  hearing  concerning 
the  lawfulness  of  the  said  proposed 
changes,  and  that  Supplement  No.  6  to 
Estate’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule  No.  5 
and  Supplement  No.  6  to  Estate’s  FPC 
Gas  Rate  Schedule  No.  6  be  suspended 
and  the  use  thereof  deferred  as  herein¬ 
after  ordered. 

The  Commission  orders: 

(A)  Pursuant  to  the  authority  of  the 
Natural  Gas  Act,  particularly  sections  4 
and  15  thereof,  the  Commission’s  rules 
of  practice  and  procedure,  and  the  reg¬ 
ulations  under  the  Natural  Gas  Act  (18 
CFR  Ch.  I),  a  public  hearing  be  held 
upon  a  date  to  be  fixed  by  notice  from 
the  Secretary  concerning  the  lawfulness 
of  the  proposed  increased  rates  and 
charges  contained  in  Supplement  No.  6 
to  Estate’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule  No.  5 
and  Supplement  No.  6  to  Estate’s  FPC 
Gas  Rate  Schedule  No.  6. 

(B)  Pending  such  hearing  and  de¬ 
cision  thereon,  said  supplements  be  and 
they  are  hereby  suspended  and  the  use 
thereof  deferred  until  the  date  upon 
which  Supplement  No.  5  to  Estate’s  FPC 
Gas  Rate  Schedule  and  Supplement  No. 

5  to  Estate’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule  No. 

6  are  made  effective  in  the  manner  pre¬ 
scribed  by  the  Natural  Gas  Act,  or  until 
August  2, 1958,  whichever  is  later. 

(C)  Neither  the  supplements  hereby 
suspended  nor  jthe  rate  schedules  sought 
to  be  altered  thereby  shall  be  changed 
until  this  proceeding  has  been  disposed 
of  or  until  the  periods  of  suspension  have 
expired,  unless  otherwise  ordered  by  the 
Commission. 

(D)  Interested  State  commissions 
may  participate  as  provided  by  §§  1.8  and 
1.37  (f)  of  the  Commission’s  rules  of 


[Docket  No.  G-15788] 

Magnolia  Petroleum  Co. 

ORDER  FOR  HEARING  AND  SUSPENDING 
PROPOSED  CHANGES  IN  RATES 

JULY  31, 1958. 

Magnolia  Petroleum  Company  (Mag¬ 
nolia)  on  July  1,  1958,  proposed  changes 
in  its  presently  filed  rate  schedules  for 
sales  of  natural  gas  subject  to  the  juris¬ 
diction  of  the  Commission.  The  pro¬ 
posed  changes,  which  constitute'  in¬ 
creased  rates  and  charges,  are  contained 
in  the  following  designated  filings: 

Description :  Notices  of  Change,  undated. 
Purchasers :  ( 1 )  United  Gas  Pipe  Line  Com¬ 
pany,  (2  and  3)  Hassle  Hunt  Trust. 

Rate  schedule  designation:  (1)  Supple¬ 
ment  No.  12  to  Magnolia’s  FPC  Gas  Rate 
Schedule  No.  69.  (2)  Supplement  No.  7  to 

Magnolia’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule  No.  150. 
(3)  Supplement  No.  7  to  Magnolia’s  FPC  Gaa 
Rate  Schedule  No.  152. 

Effective  date:  August  1,  1958  (effective 
date  is  the  date  proposed  by  Magnolia). 

Instant  Notices  of  Change  reflect  in 
whole  or  in  part  the  effect  of  the  Loui¬ 
siana  State  Gathering  Tax  which  is 
stated  to  be  effective  as  of  August  1,  1958. 
The  designated  rate  schedules  are  sub¬ 
ject  to  suspension  at  Docket  Nos.  G-15411 
and  G-15526  until  December  10  and  25, 
1958,  respectively,  or  until  made  effective 
in  the  manner  prescribed  by  the  Natural 
Gas  Act. 

The  increased  rates  and  charges  here 
proposed  have  not  been  shown  to,  be 
justified,  and  may  be  unjust,  unreason¬ 
able,  unduly  discriminatory,  or  prefer¬ 
ential,  or  otherwise  unlawful. 

The  Commission  finds:  It  is  necessary 
and  proper  in  the  public  interest  and  to 
aid  in  the  enforcement  of  the  provisions 
of  the  Natural  Gas  Act  that  the  Com¬ 
mission  enter  upon  a  hearing  concerning 
the  lawfulness  of  the  said  proposed 
changes,  and  that  Supplement  No.  12  to 
Magnolia’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule  No. 
69,  Supplement  No.  7  to  Magnolia’s  FPC 
Gas  Rate  Schedule  No.  150  and  Supple¬ 
ment  No.  7  to  Magnolia’s  FPC  Gas  Rate 
Schedule  No.  152  be  suspended  and  the 
use  thereof  deferred  as  hereinafter 
ordered. 

The  Commission  orders: 

(A)  Pursuant  to  the  authority  of  the 
Natural  Gas  Act,  particularly  sections  4 
and  15  thereof,  the  Commission’s  rules 

- -  of  practice  and  procedure,  and  the  regu- 

(Cf  Neither  the  supplement  hereby  lations  under  the  Natural  Gas  Act  (18 
suspended  nor  the  rate  schedule  sought  CFR  Ch.  I),  a  public  hearing  be  held 


FEDERAL  REGISTER 


6087 


Friday,  August  8,  1958 

uoon  a  date  to  be  fixed  by  notice  from 
^Secretary  concerning  the  lawfulness 
of  the  proposed  increased  rates  and 
charges  contained  in  Supplement  No.  12 
toMagnolia’s  PPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule 
No  69,  Supplement  No.  7  to  Magnolia’s 
PPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule  No.  150  and 
supplement  No.  7  to  Magnolia’s  FPC  Gas 
pate  Schedule  No.  152. 

(B)  Pending  such  hearing  and  deci¬ 
sion  thereon,  said  supplements  be  and 
they  are  each  hereby  suspended  and  the 
use  thereof  deferred  until  the  suspended 
rates  affected  thereby  are  made  effective 
in  the  manner  prescribed  by  the  Natural 

(  Gas  Act  in  Docket  Nos.  G-15411  and 
0-15526  or  until  August  2,  1958,  which¬ 
ever  is  later. 

(C)  Neither  the  supplements  hereby 
suspended,  nor  the  rate  schedules  sought 
to  be  altered  thereby,  shall  be  changed 
until  this  proceeding  has  been  disposed 
of  or  until  the  periods  of  suspension  have 
expired;  unless  otherwise  ordered  by  the 
Commission. 

(D)  Interested  State  Commissions  may 
participate  as  provided  by  §§  1.8  and  1.37 
(f)  of  the  Commission’s  rules  of  practice 
and  procedure  (18  CFR  1.8  and  1.37  (f ) ) . 

By  the  Commission. 

[seal]  Joseph  H.  Gtttride, 

Secretary. 

:  [P.  R.  Doc.  58-6220;  Piled,  Aug.  7,  1958; 

8:48  a.  m.] 


[Docket  No.  G— 15803] 

Humble  Oil  &  Refining  Co. 

ORDER  FOR  HEARING  AND  SUSPENDING 
PROPOSED  CHANGE  IN  RATE 

*  July  31, 1958. 

Humble  Oil  &  Refining  Company 
(Humble)  on  July  14,  1958,  tendered  for 
filing  a  proposed  change  in  its  presently 
filed  rate  schedule  for  the  sale  of  natural 
gas  subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Commission.  The  proposed  change, 
which  constitutes  an  increased  rate  and 
charge,  is  contained  in  the  following 
designated  filing : 

Description:  Notice  of  Change,  dated"  July 
(,1958. 

Purchaser :  United  Gas  Pipe  Line  Company. 

Rate  schedule  designation;  Supplement 
No.  10  to  Humble’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule 
No.  35.  , 

Effective  date:  August  1,  1958  (effective 
date  is  the  effective  date  proposed  by 
Humble). 

The  instant  Notice  of  Change  reflects 
In  whole  or  in  part  the  effect  of  the 
Louisiana  State  Gathering  Tax  which  is 
stated  to  be  effective  as  of  August  1,  1958. 
The  use  of  Supplement  No.  9  to  Humble’s 
PPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule  No.  35  was  de¬ 
ferred  by  Commission  order  issued  June 
2, 1958,  at  Docket  No.  G-15180. 

The  increased  rate  and  charge  here 
proposed  has  not  been  shown  to  be  jus¬ 
tified,  and  may  be  unjust,  unreasonable, 
unduly  discriminatory,  or  preferential, 
or  otherwise  unlawful. 

The  Commission  finds;  It  is  necessary 
&nd  proper  in  the  public  interest  and  to 
»id  in  the  enforcement  of  the  provisions 
of  the  Natural  Gas  Act  that  the  Commis¬ 
sion  enter  upon  a  hearing  concerning  the 


lawfulness  of  the  said  proposed  change, 
and  that  Supplement  No.  10  to  Humble’s 
FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule  No.  35  be 
suspended  and  the  use  thereof  deferred 
as  hereinafter  ordered. 

The  Commission  orders: 

(A)  Pursuant  to  the  authority  of  the 
Natural  Gas  Act,  particularly  sections  4 
and  15  thereof,  the  Commission’s  rules 
of  practice  and  procedure,  and  the  regu¬ 
lations  under  the  Natural  Gas  Act  (18 
CFR  Ch.  I),  a  public  hearing  be  held 
upon  a  date  to  be  fixed  by  notice  from  the 
Secretary  concerning  the  lawfulness  of 
the  proposed  increased  rate  and  charge 
contained  in  Supplement  No.  10  to 
Humble’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule  No.  35. 

(B)  Pending  such  hearing  and  de¬ 
cision  thereon,  said  supplement  be  and 
it  is  hereby  suspended  and  the  use 
thereof  deferred  until  the  date  on  which 
Supplement  No.  9  to  Humble’s  FPC  Gas 
Rate  Schedule  No.  35  is  made  effective  in 
the  manner  prescribed  by  the  Natural 
Gas  Act,  or  until  August  2,  1958,  which¬ 
ever  is  later. 

(C)  Neither  the  supplement  hereby 
suspended  nor  the  rate  schedule  sought 
to  be  altered  thereby  shall  be  changed 
until  this  proceeding,  has  been  disposed 
of  or  until  the  period  of  suspension  has 
expired,  unless  otherwise  ordered  by  the 
Commission. 

(D)  Interested  State  commissions 
may  participate  as  provided  by  §§1.8 
and  J.37  (f )  of  the  Commission’s  rules  of 
practice  and  procedure  (18  CFR  1.8  and 
1.37  (f) ) . 

By  the  Commission. 

[seal]  Joseph  H.  Gutride, 

Secretary. 

[F.  R.  Doc.  58-6221;  Filed,  Aug.  7,  1958; 

8:48  a.  m.] 


[Docket  No.  E-6833] 
i  Gulf  States  Utilities  Co. 

NOTICE  OF  APPLICATION 

August  1, 1958. 

Take  notice  that  on  July  28,  1958,  an 
application  was  filed  with  the  Federal 
Power  Commission  pursuant  to  section 
204  of  the  Federal  Power  Act  by  Gulf 
States  Utilities  Company  (“Applicant”)  , 
a  corporation  organized  under  the  laws 
of  the  State  of  Texas  and  doing  business 
in  the  States  of  Texas  and  Louisiana 
with  its  principal  business  office  at  Beau¬ 
mont,  Texas,  seeking  an  order  authoriz¬ 
ing  the  issuance  of  $17,000,000  in  princi¬ 
pal  amount  of  First  Mortgage  Bonds _ 

percent  Series  due  1988  (“New  Bonds”) . 
The  proposed  New  Bonds  are  to  be  issued 
pursuant  to  Applicant’s  Indenture  of 
Mortgage,  dated  September  1,  1926,  to 
Central  Hanover  Bank  and  Trust  Com¬ 
pany,  Trustee,  as  heretofore  supple¬ 
mented  and  modified  by  Supplemental 
Indentures  to  and  including  a  Sixteenth 
Supplemental  Indenture  dated  as  of  May 
1,  1958,  and  as  to  be  further  supple¬ 
mented  by  a  Seventeenth  Supplemental 
Indentures  to  be  dated  as  of  September 
1, 1958.  The  New  Bonds  are  to  be  issued 
on  or  about  September  23,  1958;  and  are 
to  be  due  September  1,  1988.  The 
interest  rate  per  annum  of  the  aforesaid 


New  Bonds  are  to  be  fixed  by  competitive 
bidding  and  the  Bonds  are  to  be  sold  at 
competitive  bidding.  Applicant  pro¬ 
poses  on  or  about  September  3,  1958,  to 
publicly  invite  sealed  written  bids  for  the 
purchase  of  the  proposed  Bonds.  Appli¬ 
cant  proposes  to  use  the  net  proceeds 
from  the  sale  of  the  New  Bonds,  together 
with  cash  on  hand,  to  redeem  $17,000,000 
principal  amount  of  presently  outstand¬ 
ing  First  Mortgage  Bounds  4%  percent 
Series  due  1987,  callable  at  106.20  per¬ 
cent  of  the  principal  amount  thereof, 
plus  accrued  interest  to  the  redemption 
date. 

Any  person  desiring  to  be  heard  or  to 
make  any  protest  with  reference  to  said 
application  should,  on  or  before  the  25th 
day  of  August  1958,  file  with  the  Federal 
Power  Commission,  Washington  25,  D.  C., 
petitions  or  protests  in  accordance  with 
the  requirements  of  the  Commission’s 
rules  of  practice  and  procedure  (18  CFR 
1.8  or  1.10).  The  application  is  on  file 
and  available  for  public  inspection. 

[seal]  Joseph  H.  Gutride, 

Secretary. 

[F.  R.  Doc.  58-6322;  Filed,  Aug.  7,  1958; 

8:45  a.  m.] 


[Docket  No.  G-14984]  ' 

'  .  *  '  '  '  ^ 

Western  Kentucky  Gas  Co. 

NOTICE  OF  APPLICATION 

August  1,  1958. 

Take  notice  that  Western  Kentucky 
Gas  Company  (Applicant),  a  Delaware 
corporation  with  principal  place  of  busi¬ 
ness  at  608  Frederica  Street,  Owensboro, 
Kentucky,  filed  an  application  for  an 
order  in  the  above-captioned  proceeding 
on  April  29^1958,  pursuant  to  section  7 
(a)  of  the  Natural  Gas  Act  (act),  direct¬ 
ing  Texas  Gas  Transmission  Corporation 
(Texas  Gas)  to  sell  and  deliver  additional 
2,023  Mcf  of  firm  gas  at  15.025  psia 
through  existing  facilities  to  Applicant 
for  resale  in  Paducah  and  Calvert  City, 
Kentucky,  as  hereinafter  described  and 
as  more  fully  described  in  the  application 
which  is  on  file  with  the  Commission  and 
open  for  public  inspection. 

Applicant  states,  inter  alia,  that  it  is  a 
natural  gas  distribution  company  oper¬ 
ating  entirely  within  the  Commonwealth 
of  Kentucky;  that  it  serves  54  communi¬ 
ties  in  said  state  including  Paducah  and 
Calvert  City;  that  it  has  been  exempted 
from  -regulation  under  section  1  (c)  of 
■the  act  by  order  of  the  Commission 
issued  on  May  17,  1956  in  Docket  No. 
G-10265;  that,  except  for  a  small  volume 
of  local  production,  it  purchases  its 
natural  gas  requirements  at  wholesale 
from  Texas  Gas  and  Tennessee  Gas 
Transmission  Company;  that  it  pur¬ 
chases  its  entire  natural  gas  require¬ 
ments  for  Paducah  and  Calvert  City  from 
Texas  Gas  in  the  latter’s  Sales  Zone  2; 
that  Texas  Gas  is  presently  authorize^ 
to  sell  and  deliver  under  a  service  agree¬ 
ment  with  Applicant,  dated  September 
17,  1957,  up  to  a  firm  maximum  volume 
of  15,300  Mcf  per  day  at  15,025  psia  as 
authorized  in  Docket  No.  G-13024;  that 
it  has  experienced  a  rapid  and  continu¬ 
ing  growth  in  natural  gas  consumption 


NOTICES 


and,  consequently,  in  its  gas  require-  In  support  of  the  proposed  redeter-  sion.  The  proposed  change,  which  con 
ments;  that  its  present  firm  allocation  mined  rate  increase,  Shoreline  states  that  stitutes  an  increased  rate  and  charge,  U 

of  gas  from  Texas  Gas  in  Zone  2  is  less  the  costs  of  producing  gas  have  risen  contained  in  the  following  designated 

than  its  present  load  in  that  zone;  that  sharply  and  that  the  increased  rate  is  filing: 
on  its  peak  day  of  the  1957-58  heating  consistent  with  the  average  paid  in  the 
season,  it  purchased  15,300  Mcf  of  firm  area  and  results  from  free  and  open  corn- 
gas  and  2,458  Mcf  of  authorized  overrun  petitive  bargaining.  Shoreline  also  cites 
gas  from  Texas  Gas;  and  that  the  higher  rates 1  being  paid  by  other  pipe- 
presently  sought  2,023  Mcf  of  additional  line  purchasers  in  the  area, 
firm  gas  will  substantially  aid  it  in  meet-  The  increased  rate  and  charge  so  pro- 
ing  its  service  obligations  during  the  posed  has  not  been  shown  to  be  justified, 

coming  winter.  and  may  be  unjust,  unreasonable,  un- 

Applicant  further  states  that  its  esti-  duly  discriminatory,  or  preferential,  or 
mated  firm  peak  day  requirements  in  otherwise  unlawful. 

Mcf  at  15,025  psia  for  the  next  3  winter  The  Commission  finds;  It  is  necessary 
heating  seasons  are  as  follows:  and  proper  in  the  public  interest  and  to 

- ■ -  aid  in  the  enforcement  of  the  provisions 

1958-59  1959-60  1960-61  of  the  Natural  Gas  Act  that  the  Commis-' 
_ sion  enter  upon  a  hearing  concerning 

Estimate  firm  reauirements.  18.800  30.300  21,640  ^he  lawfulness  Of  the  feaid  proposed 

change,  and  that  Supplement  No.  10  to 
Shoreline’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule  No. 

1  be  suspended  and  the  use  thereof  de¬ 
ferred  as  hereinafter  ordered. 

The  Commission  orders ; 

(A)  Pursuant  to  the  authority  of  the 
Natural  Gas  Act,  particularly  sections  4 
and  15  thereof,  the  Commission’s  rules 
of  practice  and  procedure,  and  the  reg¬ 
ulations  under  the  Natural  Gas  Act  (18 
CFR  Ch.  I),  a  public  hearing  be  held 
upon  a  date  to  be  fixed  by  notice  from 
the  Secretary  concerning  the  lawfulness 
of  the  proposed  increased  rate  and 
charge  contained  in  Supplement  No.  10 
to  Shoreline’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule 
No.  1. 

(B)  Pending  such  hearing  and  deci¬ 

sion  thereon,  said  supplement  be  and  it 
is  hereby  suspended  and  the  use  thereof 
deferred  until  January  5,  1959,  and  until 
such  further  time  as  it  is  made  effective 
in  the  manner  prescribed  by  the  Natural 
Gas  Act.  - 

(C)  Neither  the  supplement  hereby 
suspended  nor  the  rate  schedule  sought 
to  be  altered  thereby  shall  be  changed 
until  this  proceeding  has  been  disposed 
of  or  until  the  period  of  suspension  has 
expired,  unless  otherwise  ordered  by  the 
Commission. 

(D)  Interested  State  commissions  may 
participate  as  provided  by  §§  1.8  and  1.37 
(f)  of  the  Commission’s  rules  of  prac¬ 
tice  and  procedure  (18  CFR  1.8  and  1.37 

(f)). 

By  the  Commission  (Commissioner 
Hussey  dissenting) . 

[seal]  Joseph  H.  Gutride, 

Secretary. 

[F.  R.  Doc.  58-6324;  Filed,  Aug.  7,  195?; 

8.45  a.  m.J 


Description:  (1)  Supplemental  Agreement 

dated  August  1,  1958.1  (2)  Notice  of  Cham..’ 

dated  July  1,  1958. 

Purchaser:  Phillips  Petroleum  Company 

Rate  schedule  designation:  (1)  Supple 
ment  No.  1  to  Shell’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  8chetol 
No.  100.  (2)  Supplement  No.  2  to  Shelii 

FPCv^Jas  Rate  Schedule  No.  100. 

Effective  date:  August  3,  1958  (effective 
date  is  the  first  day  after  expiration  of  th* 
required  thirty  days’  notice). 

In  support  of  the  proposed  rsnego- 
tiated  rate  increase,  Shell  states  that  the 
current  price  is  below  the  market  price 
paid  for  similar  gas,  the  deliverable  vol¬ 
ume  of  gas  is  declining  while  costs  are  in¬ 
creasing,  and  the  proposed  rate  was 
agreed  to  after  arm’s-length  negotia- 
tions. 

The  increased  rate  and  charge  so  pro- 
posed  has  not  been  shown  to  be  justified, 
and  may  be  unjust,  unreasonable,  unduly 
discriminatory,  or  preferential,  or  other¬ 
wise  unlawful. 

The  Commission  finds;  It  is  necessary 
and  proper  in  the  public  interest  and  to 
aid  in  the  enforcement  of  the  provisions 
of  the  Natural  Gas  Act  that  the  Com¬ 
mission  enter  upon  a  hearing  concern¬ 
ing  the  lawfulness  of  the -said  proposed 
change,  and  that  Supplement  Nds.  1  and 
2  to  Shell’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule  No. 
100  be  suspended  and  the  use  thereof 
deferred  as  hereinafter  ordered. 

The  Commission  orders: 

(A)  Pursuant  to  the  authority  of  the 
Natural  Gas  Act,  particularly  sections  4 
and  15  thereof,  the  Commission’s  rules  of 
practice  and  procedure,  and  the  regula¬ 
tions  under  the  Natural  Gas  Act  (18  CFR 
Ch.  I),  a  public  hearing  be  held  upon  a 
date  to  be  fixed  by  notice  from  the  Sec¬ 
retary  concerning  the  lawfulnes  of  the 
proposed  increased  rate  and  charge  con¬ 
tained  in  Supplement  Nos.  1  and  2  to 
Shell’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule  No.  100. 

(B)  Pending  such  hearing  and  deci¬ 
sion  thereon,  said  supplements  be  and 
they  are  each  hereby  suspended  and  the 
use  thereof  deferred  until  January  3, 
1959,  and  until  such  further  time  as  they 
are  made  effective  in  the  manner  pre¬ 
scribed  by  the  Natural  Gas  Act. 

(C)  Neither  the  supplements  hereby 
suspended  nor  the  rate  schedule  sought 
to  be  altered  thereby  shall  be  changed 
until  this  proceeding  has  been  disposed 
of  or  until  the  period  of  suspension  has 
expired,  unless  otherwise  ordered  by  the 
Commission. 

(D)  Interested  State  commissions  mlj 
participate  as  provided  by  S§  1.8  and 
1.37  (f)  of  the  Commission’s  rules  of 
practice  and  procedure  (18  CFR  1.8  and 
1.37  (f)). 

By  the  Commission  (Commissioner 
Hussey  dissenting). 

[seal]  Joseph  H.  Gutridi, 

Secretary. 

[F.  R.  Doc.  58-6325;  Filed,  Aug.  7,  1958; 

8:45  a.  m.] 

1  Agreement  wherein  parties  renegotiat* 
base  rate  from  7.5  cents  to  11.0  cents  per 
Mcf. . 


Texas  Gas  filed  on  May  20,  1958,  pur¬ 
suant  to  §  1.9  (a)  of  the  Commission’s 
rules  of  practice  and  procedure,  an  an¬ 
swer  to  the  aforesaid  application  wherein 
it  states  that  it  has  no  objection  to  ren¬ 
dering  the  service  requested  by  Appli¬ 
cant  provided:  (1)  that  the  maximum 
daily  delivery  obligation  of  Texas  Gas  to 
Applicant  is  not  increased  by  more  than 
2,023  Mcf  of  natural  gas  at  15.025  psia 
in  Texas  Gas’  Sales  Zone  2  and  (2)  that, 
within  45  days  after  the  issuance  of  any 
Commission  order  authorizing  the  serv¬ 
ice,  Applicant  execute  a  new  service 
agreement  with  Texas  Gas  specifying  a 
contract  demand  of  17,323  Mcf  per  day 
at  15.025  psia  (15,300  Mcf  plus  2,023  Mcf) 
for  service  to  Applicant  in  Texas  Gas’ 
Sales  Zone  2. 

Protests  or  petitions  to  intervene  may 
be  filed  with  the  Federal  Power  Com¬ 
mission,  Washington  25,  D.  C.,  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  rules  of  practice  and  pro¬ 
cedure  (18  CFR  1.8  or  1.10)  on  or  before 
August  25,  1958. 

[seal]  Joseph  H.  Gutride, 

Secretary. 

IF.  R.  Doc.  58-6323;  Filed,  Aug.  7,  1958; 

8:45  a.  m.] 


[Docket  No.  G-15793] 

Shoreline  Petroleum  Corp. 

ORDER  FOR  HEARING  AND  SUSPENDING 
PROPOSED  CHANGE  IN  RATES 

August  1,  1958. 

Shoreline  Petroleum  Corporation 
(Shoreline)  on  July  2,  1958,  tendered  for 
filing  a  proposed  change  in  its  presently 
effective  rate  schedule  for  the  sale  of 
natural  gas  subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  Commission.  The  proposed  change, 
which  constitutes  an  increased  rate  and 
charge,  is  contained  in  the  following 
designated  filing: 

Description:  Notice  of  Change,  dated  June 
30.  1958.  -  . 

Purchaser:  Texas  Eastern  Transmission 
Corporation. 

Rate  schedule  designation:  Supplement 
No.  10  to  Shoreline’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Sched¬ 
ule  No.  1. 

Effective  date:  August  5,  1958  (effective 
date  is  the  effective  date  proposed  by  Shore¬ 
line).  — 


[Docket  No.  G-15794] 

Shell  Oil  Co. 

ORDER  FOR  HEARING  AND  SUSPENDING 
PROPOSED  CHANGE  IN  RATES 

August  1,  1958. 

Shell  Oil  Company  (Shell)  on  July  3, 
1958,  tendered  for  filing  a  proposed 
change  in  its  presently  effective  rate 
schedule  for  the  sale  of  natural  gas  sub¬ 
ject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Commis- 


1  Initial  rates  for  new  services. 


- 

1958-59 

1959-60 

1960-61 

Estimated  firm  requirements. 
Present  firm  allocation . 

18,800 

15,300 

30.300 

15.300 

21,640 

15,300 

Estimated  deficiency... 

3,500 

5,000 

6,340 
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[Docket  No.  G-15797]  expired,  unless  otherwise  ordered  by  the  line  system  in  the  Bell  Lake  Unit.  The 


Shoreline  Petroleum  Corp.  et  al. 

ER  p0R  HEARING  AND  SUSPENDING  PRO- 
;  POSED  CHANGES  IN  RATES 

August  1, 1958. 

Shoreline  Petroleum  Corporation  et  al. 
(Shoreline)  on  July  2, 1958,  tendered  for 
filing  proposed  changes  in  its  presently 
effective  rate  schedules  for  sales  of  nat¬ 
ural  gas  subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  Commission.  The  proposed  changes, 
which  constitute  increased  rates  and 
,  barges,  are  contained  in  the  following 

designated  filings: 

Description:  Notices  of  Change,  dated  June 
30, 1958- 

Purchaser:  Texas  Eastern  Transmission 

Corporation. 

gate  schedule  designation:  Supplement 
No.  10  to  Shoreline’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule 
i  No!  4.  Supplement  No.  8  to  Shoreline’s  FPC 
Gas  Bate  Schedule  No.  9. 

Elective  date:  August  5,  1958  (effective 
■  date  is  the  effective  date  proposed  by  Shore¬ 
line).  .  _ 

In  support  of  the  proposed  redeter¬ 
mined  rate  increases.  Shoreline  states 
that  the  costs  of  producing  gas  have 
risen  sharply  and  that  the  increased  rate 
is  consistent  with  the  average  paid  in 
the  area  and  results  from  free  and  open 
competitive  bargaining.  Shoreline  also 
cites  higher  rates 1  being  paid  by  other 
pipeline  purchasers  in  the  area. 

The  increased  rates  and  charges  so 
proposed  have  not  been  shown  to  be 
justified,  and  may  be  unjust,  unreason¬ 
able,  unduly  discriminatory,  or  prefer¬ 
ential,  or  otherwise  unlawful. 

The  Commission  finds:  It  is  necessary 
and  proper  in  the  public  interest  and  to 
aid  in  the  enforcement  of  the  provisions 
of  the  Natural  Gas  Act  that  the  Com¬ 
mission  enter  upon  a  hearing  concerning 
the  lawfulness  of  the  said  proposed 
changes,  and  that  Supplement  No.  10  to 
Shoreline’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule  No. 
4,  and  Supplement  No.  8  to  Shoreline’s 
FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule, No.  9,  be  sus¬ 
pended  and  the  use  thereof  deferred  as 
hereinafter  ordered. 

The  Commission  orders: 

(A)  Pursuant  to  the  authority  of  the 
Natural  Gas  Act,  particularly  sections  4 
and  15  thereof,  the  Commission’s  rules 
of  practice  and  procedure,  and  the  regu¬ 
lations  under  the  Natural  Gas  Act  (18 
CFR  Ch.  I),  a  public  hearing  be  held 
upon  a  date  to  be  fixed  by  notice  from 
the  Secretary  concerning  the  lawfulness 
of  the  proposed  increased  rates  and 
charges  contained  in  Supplement  No.  10 
to  Shoreline’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule 
No.  4,  and  Supplement  No.  8  to  Shore¬ 
line’s  FPC  Gas  Rate  Schedule  No.  9. 

(B)  Pending  such  hearing  and  de¬ 
cision  thereon,  said  supplements  be  and 
they  are  each  hereby  suspended  and  the 
use  thereof  deferred  until  January  5, 
1959,  and  until  such  further  time  as  they 
we  made  effective  in  the  manner  pre¬ 
scribed  by  the  Natural  Gas  Act. 

(C)  Neither  the  supplements  hereby 
suspended,  nor  the  rate  schedule  sought 
to  be  altered  thereby,  shall  be  changed 
until  this  proceeding  has  been  disposed 
of  or  until  the  periods  of  suspension  have 


‘Initial  rates  for  new  services. 


Commission. 

(D)  Interested  State  commissions 
may  participate  as  provided  by  §§1.8 
and  1.37  (f)  of  the  Commission’s  rules 
of  practice  and  procedure  (18  CFR  1.8 
and  1.37  (f)). 

By  the  Commission  (Commissioner 
Hussey  dissenting) . 

[seal]  Joseph  H.  Gutride, 

Secretary. 

[F.  R.  Doc.  58-6326;  Filed,  Aug.  <7,  1958; 
8:45  a.  m.] 


Continental  Oil  Co.  et  al 

NOTICE  OF  APPLICATIONS  AND  DATE  OF 
HEARING 

August  1, 1958. 

In  the  matters  of  Continental  Oil 
Company,  Operator  and  Agent,  Docket 
No.  G-13453;  Shell  Oil  Company,  Docket 
No.  G-13698;  El  Paso  Natural  Gas  Com¬ 
pany,  Docket  No.  G-13833;  Phillips  Pe¬ 
troleum  Company,  Docket  No.  G-14202; 
Humble  Oil  &  Refining  Company,  Docket 
No.  G-14701. 

Take  notice  that  on  December  2,  1957, 
El  Paso  Natural  Gas  Company  (El  Paso) , 
filed  in  Docket  No.  G-13833  an  applica¬ 
tion,  as  supplemented  on  December  27, 
1957,  April  24, 1958,  and  July  14, 1958,  for 
a  certificate  of  public  convenience  and 
necessity,  pursuant  to  section  7  (c)  of  the 
Natural  Gas  Act,  authorizing  the  con¬ 
struction  and  operation  of  approximately 
6.0  miles  of  6-inch  and  18J3  miles  of  8- 
inch  lateral  supply  pipeline,  together 
with  field  lines  varying  in  diameter  from 
4  to  8  inches,  metering,  communication 
and  appurtenant  facilities,  in  order  to 
receive,  process  and  transport  natural  gas 
produced  from  the  Pennsylvanian  and 
Devonian  Formations  in  the  Bell  Lake 
Field  Unit  in  Lea  County,  New  Mexico, 
by  Continental  Oil  Company  (Con¬ 
tinental)  Operator  et  al.,  Shell  Oil  Com¬ 
pany  (Shell),  Phillips  Petroleum  Com¬ 
pany  (Phillips),  Allan  Hargrave  (Har¬ 
grave)  ,  Humble  Oil  &  Refining  Company 
X Humble)  and  Signal  Oil  and  Gas  Com¬ 
pany  (Signal),1  for  resale  for  ultimate 
public  consumption,  subject  to  the  juris¬ 
diction  of  the  Commission,  all  as  more 
fully  represented  in  the  application 
which  is  on  file  with  the  Commission  and 
open  to  public  inspection. 

The  6-inch  segment  of  the  above-men¬ 
tioned  proposed  lateral  pipeline  will  ex¬ 
tend  from  a  connection  with  El  Paso’s 
existing  26-inch  Eunice-Pecos  River  Line 
in  Lea  County!  New  Mexico,  southeast¬ 
erly  to  the  terminus  of  the  proposed  field 
line  system  in  the  Bell  Lake  Field  Unit. 
The  8-inch  segment  will  extend  from  a 
connection  with  El  Paso’s  existing  Jal  No. 
4  Purification  and  Dehydration  Plant  in 
Lea  County,  New  Mexico,  westward  to  the 
terminus  of  the  proposed  Devonian  field 


1  In  the  supplement  to  its  certificate  appli¬ 
cation  filed  on  July  14,  1958,  El  Paso  shows 
that  it  entered  into  a  gas  purchase  contract 
with  Signal  on  April  3,  1958,  and  El  Paso 
“assumes  that  Signal  will,  as  an  Independent 
Producer,  make  all  necessary  filings  required 
of  it  with  the  Commission.’’ 


estimated  total  initial  cost  of  the  above 
proposed  facilities  is  $780,000,  which  cost 
is  proposed  to  be  financed  from  current 
working  funds. 

The  respective  applicants  listed  in  the 
table  below  filed  related  applications  on 
the  dates  shown,  for  certificates  of  public 
convenience  and  necessity,  pursuant  to 
section  7  (c)  of  the  Natural  Gas  Act, 
authorizing  the  sale  of  natural  gas  in 
interstate  commerce  to  El  Paso  Natural 
Gas  Company,  subject  to  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  Commission,  all  as  more  fully 
represented  in  the  respective  applications 
which  are  on  file  with  the  Commission 
and  open  to  public  inspection. 


Docket 

Applicant 

Date  of  filing 

G-13453 

Continental  Oil  Co., 

Oct.  14,  1957,  as 

Operator  and  Agent. 

supplemented 
Jan.  10  and  31, 
1958. 

0-13698 

Shell  Oil  Co . 

Nov.  12,  1957. 

G-14202 

Phillips  Petroleum 

Co. 

Jan.  6,  1058. 

G-14701 

Humble  Oil  & 

Refining  Co. 

Mar.  10, 1958. 

Continental  filed  on  its  own  behalf  and 
as  Agent  for  Hargrave  who  has  executed 
a  separate  gas  sales  contract  with  El 
Paso  dated  August  26,  1957,  as  amended 
by  letter  agreements  dated  September 
13,  1957,  February  10,  1958,  and  June  19, 
1958.  An  instrument  dated  January  20, 
1958,  authorizes  Continental  to  make 
such  filing.  As  Operator  of  the  Devonian 
Bell  Lake  Unit,  Continental  has  listed  the 
percentage  interests  of  signatory  and 
non-signatory  parties  to  the  Bell  Lake 
Unit  Agreement,  wherein  Continental  is 
designated  Operator.  No  such  agree¬ 
ment  has  been  executed  covering  the 
Pennsylvania  Bell  Lake  Unit. 

Exhibit  A  to  each  of  the  contracts  in¬ 
volved  herein  indicates  the  leases  - con¬ 
trolled  by  each  producer.  Three  gas 
wells  are  presently  located  in  the  Bell 
Lake  Field  Unit,  of  which  two  are  pro¬ 
ducing  from  the  Devonian  Formation 
and  6ne  from  the  Pennsylvanian. 

Producers’  facilities  consist  of  cus¬ 
tomary  lease  equipment. 

Proposed  deliveries  will  be  at  the  well¬ 
heads  or  at  the  outlet  of  the  separators, 
if  installed,  and  will  commence  upon  re¬ 
ceipt  of  authorization  and  completion  of 
the  facilities  proposed  herein  by  El  Paso. 
The  producers’  contracts  provide  for  an 
average  daily  rate  of  not  less  than  20,000 
Mcf  from  the  three  presently  completed 
wells,  plus  an  additional  6,000  Mcf  per 
day  from  the  Bell  Lake  Unit. 

Two  of  the  producers  here  involved, 
Phillips  and  Humble,  have  filed  their  gas 
sales  contracts  as  initial  rate  schedules  to 
cover  the  proposed  services.* 

The  contracts  provide  for  an  initial 
rate  of  16  cents  per  Mcf  at  15.025  psia. 
Phillips  and  Humble  estimate  that  reve¬ 
nues  for  the  first  month  of  service  will 
amount  to  $5,269  and  $14,400,  respec¬ 
tively.  The  rate  of  16  cents  is  to  hold 
until  January  1,  1963,  with  periodic  in¬ 
creases  of  one  cent  at  the  beginning  oi 


*  Continental  and  Shell  have  not  filed  the'r 
respective  sales  contracts  as  rate  schedules. 
Such  sales  contracts  have,  however,  been  in¬ 
cluded  as  part  of  their  respective  certificate 
applications. 


/ 


NOTICES 


SECURITIES  AND  EXCHANGE 
COMMISSION 

[Pile  Nos.  54-222,  59-104 [ 

New  England  Electric  System 

NOTICE  OF  FILING  AND  ORDER  FOR  HEARING 
ON  PLAN  FILED;  NOTICE  OF  AND  ORDER 
INSTITUTING  PROCEEDINGS  AND  DIRECTING 
HEARING,  AND  ORDER  CONSOLIDATING  SUCH 
PROCEEDINGS 

August  1, 1958. 

I.  Notice  is  hereby  given  that  New 
England  Electric  System  (“NEES”),  a 
registered  holding  company,  has  filed  an 
application  for  approval  of  a  plan  filed 
pursuant  to  section  11  (e)  of  the  Public 
Utility  Holding  Company  Act  of  1935 
(“act”).  Briefly,  the  plan  provides  for 
the  issue  by  NEES  of  its  common  stock 
in  exchange  for  the  publicly-held  com¬ 
mon  stocks  of  its  subsidiaries,  Merri- 
mack-Essex  Electric  Company  (“Merri¬ 
mack”),  Southern  Berkshire  Power  & 
Electric  Company  (“Southern  Berk¬ 
shire”),  Suburban  Electric  Company 
(“Suburban”),  Weymouth  Light  and 
Power  Company  (“Weymouth”),  and 
Worcester  County  Electric  Company 
(“Worcester”),  which  are  the  only  sub¬ 
sidiaries  of  NEES  engaged  solely  in  the 
electric  business  and  having  minority 
interests.  The  plan  does  not  relate  to  or 
involve  the  publicly-held  common  stock 
of  those  subsidiaries  of  NEES  which  are 
engaged  in  the  gas  business. 

All  interested  persons  are  referred  to 
said  plan  which  is  on  file  at  the  offices 
of  this  Commission  or  available  on  re¬ 
quest  at  the  offices  of  NEES  (441  Stuart 
Street,  Boston  16,  Massachusetts)  for  a 
full  statement  of  the  transactions  and 

DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR  terms  proposed  therein  which  may  be 

summarized  as  follows: 

Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  NEES  will  issue  460,761  shares  of  its 

common  stock  in  exchange  for  the  pub- 
[ Director  S  Order  No.  6]  of  TV/Torrir ooot 


each  of  the  last  three  five-year  periods 
of  the  20-year  term.  In  addition,  the 
rate  schedule  contains  a  “favored  na¬ 
tion”  clause  and  a  redetermination 
clause  applicable  to  any  one  or  more, 
or  all  (but  not  part)  of  each  of  the  last 
three  of  the  five-year  periods.  The  gas 
sales  contracts  of  the  other  producers  at¬ 
tached  to  each  of  their  respective  cer¬ 
tificate  applications  provide  for  the  same 
rate  and  contain  similar  provisions  as  the 
Phillips  and  Humble  contracts. 

These  related  matters  should  be  heard 
on  a  consolidated  record  and  disposed  of 
as  promptly  as  possible  under  the  appli¬ 
cable  rules  and  regulations  and  to  that 
end: 

Take  further  notice  that,  pursuant  to 
the  authority  contained  in  and  subject 
to  the  jurisdiction  conferred  upon  the 
Federal  Power  Commission  by  sections 
7  and  15  of  the  Natural  Gas  Act,  and  the 
Commission’s  rules  of  practice  and  pro¬ 
cedure,  a  hearing  will  be  held  on  Septem¬ 
ber  25,  1958,  at  10  a.  m.,  e.  d.  s.  t.,  in  a 
hearing  room  of  the  Federal  Power  Com¬ 
mission,  441  G  Street  NW.,  Washington, 
D.  C.,  concerning  the  matters  involved  in 
and  the  issues  presented  by  such  appli¬ 
cations. 

Protests  or  petitions  to  intervene  may 
be  filed  with  the  Federal  Power  Com¬ 
mission,  Washington  25,  D/C.,  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  rules  of  practice  and  pro¬ 
cedure  (18  CFR  1.8  or  1.10)  on  or  before 
September  15, 1958. 

[seal]  Joseph  H.  Gutride, 

Secretary. 

[P.  R.  Doc.  58-6327;  Filed,  Aug.  7,  1958; 

8:45  a.  m.] 


oi  tne  puoiic  noiaers  or  such  common 
stocks  will  cease.  On  and  after  such  date 
the  public  holders  will  be  entitled  to  re¬ 
ceive  NEES  common  shares  and  frac¬ 
tional  scrip  (and  the  payment  for  divi- 
dend  adjustment,  if  any)  as  provided 
under  the  plan  (and  any  dividends  that 
may  have  been  paid  on  said  NEES  com¬ 
mon  shares  prior  to  exchange) . 

At  the  end  of  three  (3)  years  from  the 
Consummation  Date  any  common  shares, 
scrip,  and  dividends  held  on  account  of 
unexchanged  shares  of  common  stock  of 
Merrimack,  Southern  Berkshire,  Sub¬ 
urban,  Weymouth  and  Worcester  shall 
irrevocably  belong  to  NEES,  and  the  pub¬ 
lic  holders  of  such  stock  will  have  loet 
all  rights  with  respect  thereto;  provided 
that  NEES  may  from  time  to  time  extend 
or  reopen  such  period  under  any  circum¬ 
stances  in  which  NEES  believes  that 
equity  and  fairness  so  require. 

The  plan  further  provides  that  the 
carrying  out  of  the  plan  is  subject  to  all 
necessary  approvals  by  the  Commission 
under  the  act,  and  to  approval  and  en¬ 
forcement  of  the  plan  by  a  court  of  the 
United  States  having  jurisdiction,  as  a 
fair  and  equitable  plan  and  as  necessary 
and  appropriate  to  effectuate  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  section  11  (b)  (2)  of  the  act. 
The  plan  also  states  that  all  fees  and 
other  expenses  incidental  to  the  consum¬ 
mation  of  the  plan  and  proceedings  re¬ 
lating  thereto  will  be  paid  by  NEES, 
subject  to  any  necessary  approvals  by 
the  Commission  and  a  Court  for  items 
subject  to  their  jurisdiction. 

II.  The  Commission  having  been  ad¬ 
vised  by  its  Division  of  Corporate  Regu¬ 
lation  (“Division”)  that  the  Division, 
pursuant  to  sections  11  (a),  18  (a)  and 
18  (b)  of  the  act,  has  made  a  prelim¬ 
inary  examination  of  the  affairs  of  NEES, 
its  corporate  structure,  the  corporate 
structure  of  its  subsidiary  companies, 
the  relationships  among  the  companies 
in  the  NEES  holding  company  system, 
the  interests  of  NEES  and  the  public  in 
such  subsidiaries  and  has  made  a  prelim¬ 
inary  study  of  NEES’  plan  filed  pursuant 
to  section  11  (e)  of  the  act;  and  it  ap¬ 
pearing  to  the  Division  from  such  exami¬ 
nation  that: 

1.  NEES  is  a  voluntary  association 
created  in  1926  in  Massachusetts  by 
Agreement  and  Declaration  of  Trust,  is 
solely  a  holding  company,  and  is  regis¬ 
tered  as  such  under  section  5  of  the  act 
It  maintains  its  principal  offices  in  the 
city  of  Boston,  Massachusetts. 

2.  As  of  December  31,  1957,  NEES  had 
28  subsidiaries,  of  which  12  were  engaged 
exclusively  in  the  electric  business,  two 
were  engaged  in  the  electric  and  ga» 
business,  one  was  in  the  process  of  con¬ 
structing  a  nuclear  power  plant,  eight 
were  engaged  exclusively  in  the  gas  busi- 


Designated  Officials  of  Bureau  of 
Sport  Fisheries  and  Wildlife 

delegation  of  authority  with  respect 

to  contracts  and  leases  of  lands  and 

INTERESTS  THEREIN 

August  4, 1958. 

Section  1.  Delegation.  The  Regional 
Directors,  Regions  1  to  5,  inclusive,  are 
each  authorized  to  exercise^  the  authority 
of  the  Director,  Bureau  of  Sport  Fisher¬ 
ies  and  Wildlife,  to  enter  into  contracts 
for  the  lease  and/or  acquisition  of  lands 
or  interests  in  lands  whenever  such  lands 
or  interests  in  lands  are  to  be  acquired 
for  administration  through  the  Bureau 
of  Sport  Fisheries  and  Wildlife  pursuant 
to  any  act  of  Congress. 

Sec.  2.  Limitation.  The  foregoing  au¬ 
thorization  shall  be  exercised  in  strict 
conformity  with  applicable  laws  and 
regulations,  policies,  and  administrative 
procedures. 

Sec.  3.  Redelegation.  The  authority 
granted  by  this  order  may  not  be  redele¬ 
gated. 

(Secretary’s  Order  No.  2821;  Commissioner’s 
Order  No.  4) 

D.  H.  Janzen, 
Director,  Bureau  of  Sport 
Fisheries  and  Wildlife. 

[F.  R.  Doc.  58-6319;  Filed,  Aug.  7,  1958; 

8:45  a.  m.] 


No  fractional  shares  will  be  issued  by 
NEES  but,  in  lieu  thereof,  fractional 
scrip,  exchangeable  for  whole  shares, 
will  be  delivered  to  the  public  holders  of 
the  common  stocks  of  Merrimack, 
Southern  Berkshire,  Suburban,  Wey¬ 
mouth,  and  Worcester.  If  dividends  paid 
on  such  respective  stocks  from  January 
1,  1958,  to  the  effective  date  of  the  plan 
are  in  amounts  of  less  than  90  percent  of 
the  net  increases  in  earned  surpluses 
before  common  dividends  for  such  period, 
amounts  in  cash  equal  to  such  defi¬ 
ciencies  will  be  added  to  the  common 
stock  and  scrip  of  NEES  to  be  delivered 
to  said  public  stockholders  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  respective  exchanges  under 
the  plan. 


For  each  share  of  common 
stock  held  by  the  public 
in— 

The  follow¬ 
ing  common 
shares  of 
NEES  will 
be  ex¬ 
changed 

Result  ingin  the 
following  num¬ 
ber  of  NEES 
shares  to  be 
issued  under 
the  plan 

Merrimack.. . 

Shares 

1.5 

430,  OTA  5 

Southern  Berkshire _ 

3.4 

520.2 

Suburban.. . 

5.5 

12, 199.  0 

Weymouth _ _ 

?.  8 

S06.4 

Worcester . . . 

4.2 

10,  509. 0 
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_  one  was  engaged  in  the  business 
frendering  services  for  system  com- 
^nies  and  four  were  inactive,  having 
Sen  liquidated  and  awaiting  dissolution. 

3  The  names  of  the  subsidiary  com¬ 
panies  embraced  in  the  holding  company 


system  of  NEES  as  of  December  31, 1957 
(exclusive  of  the  four  inactive  subsid¬ 
iaries)  ,  the  nature  of  their  business  and 
the  percentage  of  common  stock  owned 
by  NEES  and  by  the  public,  are  shown 
in  the  following  table:  * 


Electric  Subsidiaries 


Uerrimack-Essex  Electric  Co...  . .... 

v!.tbern  Berkshire  Power  and  Electric  Co. 

suburban  Electric  Co..——.- . 

ff.vmouth  Light  and  Power  Co . 

iter  County  Electric  Co . 

IS  Electric  Co  . 

nmnite  State  Electric  Co . 

v/ir  England  Power  Co . 

Northampton  Electric  Lighting  Co . 

Worthem  Berkshire  Electric  Co . 

Quincy  Electric  Co . 


Electric-Gas  Subsidiaries 


Lynn  Gas  and  Electric  Co.  .. 
Xirragansett  Electric  Co.,  The. 


Gas  Subsidiaries 


Central  Massachusetts  Qas  Co. 

Uwrence  Oas  Co . -- 

Mystic  Valley  Oas  Co.... . 

Northampton  Qas  Light  Co.- 

North  Shore  Oas  Co . 

Norwood  Oas  Co.. . 

pequot  Oas  Co.,  The . 

Wicbusett  Oas  Co . 


Other  Subsidiaries 


Yankee  Atomic  Electric  Co . . 

New  England  Power  Service  Co. 


Total 

shares 

common 

stock 

outstand¬ 

ing 

Shares  held  by 
NEES  ‘ 

Number 

Peroent 

»  1, 479, 027 

1, 191.916 

80.59 

45,  552 

45, 399 

99.66 

184,828 

182,  610 

98.80 

97,  786 

97, 498 

99.71 

613,806 

609,861 

99.36 

77, 920 

77,920 

100.00 

25.  400 

25, 400 

100.00 

15,000 

15,000 

100. 00 

2,621,325 

2,621,325 

100.00 

♦  3, 089 

3,089 

100.00 

91,580 

91,580 

100.00 

61,226 

51,226 

100.00 

409,500 

383, 955 

93.76 

782, 487 

782,  487 

100.00 

40,299 

40,299 

100.00 

188.000 

170,002 

90.42 

379, 385 

377, 165 

99.  41 

18,  778 

18, 778 

100.00 

238,  770 

232,  727 

97.  46 

4,215 

4, 189 

99.38 

15, 000 

15, 000 

100.00 

10,290 

10,290 

100.00 

30,000 

•9,000 

30.00 

3 

3 

100.00 

Shares  held  publicly 


Number  Percent 


287,  111 
163 
2,218 
288 
3,945 


25,545 


17.998 

2,220 


6,043 

26 


*21,000 


19.41 

0.34 

1.20 

0.29 

0.64 


6.24 


9.58 

0.59 


2.54 

0.62 


70.00 


iThe  percentages  shown  also  represent  the  voting  power  held  by  NEES  in  the  respective  subsidiaries,  except  in 
tbecase  of  New  England  Power  Co.  which  has  outstanding  80.140  shares  of  non-callable  6  percent  preferred  stock 
baring  one  vote  per  share  resulting  in  NEES  holding  97.03  percent  of  the  voting  power  of  that  subsidiary, 
i  Includes  fractional  scrip  for  203  shares;  scrip  void  unless  consolidated  by  July  30, 1958. 

•  Held  by  New  England  Power  Co. 
i  Held  by  ten  non-affiliated  utility  companies. 


4.  The  electric  utility  operations  in 
{he  NEES  system  are  conducted  by  14 
jubsidiaries,  two  of  which  are  also  en¬ 
gaged  in  gas  utility  operations.  Follow¬ 
ing  is  a  brief  description  of  the  subsid¬ 
iaries  with  minority  interests  which  are 
engaged  solely  in  the  electric  business : 

(a)  Merrimack  owns  and  operates  fa¬ 
cilities  for  the  generation,  transmission, 
distribution,  and  sale  of  electric  energy. 
In  1957  Merrimack’s  gross  revenues 
amounted  to  $29,300,000;  its  gross  plant 
account  amounted  to  $64,600,000  as  at 
December  31,  1957.  Merrimack’s  energy 
requirements  are  supplied  almbst  en¬ 
tirely  by  purchases  from  its  affiliate,  New 
Bigland  Power  Co.  (“NEPCO”),  a  sub¬ 
sidiary  of  NEES  engaged  in  the  genera¬ 
tion,  purchase,  transmission,  and  sale  of 
electric  energy  to  associate  and  other 
electric  utility  companies.  Merrimack 
sells  to  NEPCO  the  entire  output  of 
Merrimack's  steam  generating  plants. 

(b)  Southern  Berkshire  owns  and 
operates  facilities  for  the  production, 
transmission,  and  distribution  of  electric 
energy  in  southwestern  Massachusetts. 
Southern  Berkshire  receives  the  major 
portion  of  its  electric  energy  require¬ 
ments  from  Western  Massachusetts  Elec¬ 
tric  Company,  a  non-affiliate,  at  points 
of  interconnection  between  the  two  com¬ 
panies,  pursuant  to  an  agreement  be¬ 
tween  the  latter  and  NEPCO  whereby 
»n  equal  amount  of  electric  energy  is 
•applied  by  NEPCO  to  Western  Massa¬ 
chusetts  Electric  Company  at  points  of 


interconnection  between  them.  For  the 
electricity  thus  received  by  it.  Southern 
Berkshire  is  billed  directly  by  NEPCO. 
A  minor  portion  of  Southern  Berkshire’s 
power  requirements  is  furnished  by  two 
small  hydro-electric  stations  owned  and 
operated  by  it.  During  1957  Southern 
Berkshire’s  gross  operating  revenues 
amounted  to  $1,221,728  and  as  at  Decem¬ 
ber  31,  1957,  its  gross  plant  account 
amounted  to  $3,522,708. 

(c)  Suburban  owns  and  operates  fa¬ 
cilities  for  the  distribution  of  electric 
energy.  Suburban  purchases  substan¬ 
tially  all  of  its  electric  requirements  from 
NEPCO  and  sells  comparatively  minor 
amounts  of  electricity  to  Boston  Edison 
Company,  a  non-affiliate.  For  the  twelve 
months  ended  December  31,  1957,  Sub¬ 
urban  had  gross  operating  revenues  of 
$11,218,128  and  at  that  date  its  gross 
plant  account  amounted  to  $21,626,280. 

(d)  Weymouth  owns  and  operates  fa¬ 
cilities  for  the  production,  transmission, 
and  distribution  of  electric  energy.  It 
purchases  substantially  all  of  its  energy 
requirements  from  Quincy  Electric  Com¬ 
pany,  a  subsidiary  of  NEES  which,  in 
turn,  purchases  its  entire  electric  re¬ 
quirements  from  Boston  Edison  Com¬ 
pany,  a  non-affiliated  company.  During 
the  calendar  year  1957,  the  company  had 
gross  operating  revenues  of  $3,483,041; 
its  gross  plant  account  as  at  December 
31,  1957,  amounted  to  $6,671,923. 

(e)  Worcester  owns  and  operates  fa¬ 
cilities  for  the  generation,  transmission, 


and  distribution  of  electric  energy.  In 
1957  Worcester  generated  21  percent  of 
its  electric  energy  requirements  and  pur¬ 
chased  78  percent  from  NEPCO;  the 
balance  of  its  requirements  was  pur¬ 
chased  principally  from  another  affiliate, 
Merrimack.  In  the  same  year,  Worces¬ 
ter  sold  to  NEPCO  approximately  8  per¬ 
cent  of  the  electric  energy  generated  by 
Worcester.  Worcester’s  gross  operating 
revenues  in  the  12  months  ending  De¬ 
cember  31, 1957  amounted  to  $33,496,972; 
as  at  that  date  its  gross  plant  account 
amounted  to  $80,942,122. 

m.  The  Division  avers  that  the  fore¬ 
going  allegations,  and  the  facts  otherwise 
disclosed  in  the  course  of  its  examina¬ 
tion  of  the  corporate  structures  of  Mer¬ 
rimack,  Southern  Berkshire,  Suburban, 
Weymouth,  and  Worcester,  establish  or 
tend  to  establish  that  such  corporate 
structures  unfairly  and  inequitably  dis¬ 
tribute  voting  power  among  the  security 
holders  of  the  NEES  holding  company 
system  and  among  such  subsidiaries’ 
security  holders. 

TV.  It  being  the  duty  of  the  Commis¬ 
sion  pursuant  to  section  11  (b)  (2)  of 
the  act,  to  require  by  order,  after  notice 
and  opportunity  for  hearing  that  each 
registered  holding  company  and  each 
subsidiary  company  thereof  take  such 
steps  as  the  Commission  shall  find  neces¬ 
sary  to  ensure  that  the  corporate  struc¬ 
ture  or  continued  existence  of  any  com¬ 
pany  in  a  holding  company  system  does 
not,  among  other  things,  unfairly  or 
inequitably  distribute  voting  power 
among  security  holders  of  such  holding 
company  systems ;  and 

The  Commission  being  required  by  the 
provisions  of  section  11  (e)  of  the  act 
to  find,  after  notice  and  opportunity  for 
hearing  and  before  approving  any  plan 
filed  thereunder,  that  such  plan,  as  sub¬ 
mitted  or  as  modified,  is  necessary  to 
effectuate  the  provisions  of  section  11 
(b) ,  and  is  fair  and  equitable  to  the  per¬ 
sons  affected  thereby;  and 

The  Commission  deeming  it  appropri¬ 
ate  that  notice  be  given  and  a  hearing 
held  for  the  purpose  of  determining 
what  action  should  be  ordered  under 
section  II  (b)  (2)  and  for  the  purpose 
of  ascertaining  whether  the  plans  should 
be  approved;  and 

It  appearing  that  common  issues  of 
fact  and  law  arise  in  connection  with  the 
plan  and  in  connection  with  issues  in¬ 
volved  under  section  11  (b)  (2),  making 
it  appropriate  that  the  hearing  on  said 
matters  be  consolidated  and  that  NEES, 
Merrimack,  Southern  Berkshire,  Sub¬ 
urban,  Weymouth,  and  Worcester  should 
be  made  parties  to  the  consolidated 
proceedings: 

It  is  hereby  ordered:  (a)  That  a  pro¬ 
ceeding  be,  and  the  same  hereby  is,  insti¬ 
tuted  in  respect  of  NEES,  Merrimack, 
Southern  Berkshire,  Suburban,  Wey¬ 
mouth,  and  Worcester  pursuant  to  sec¬ 
tion  11  (b)  (2)  of  the  act  and  that  said 
proceeding  be,  and  the  same  hereby  is, 
consolidated  with  the  proceeding  in  con¬ 
nection  with  the  plan  of  NEES;  and 

(b)  That  NEES,  Merrimack,  Southern 
Berkshire,  Suburban,  Weymouth,  and 
Worcester  be,  and  the  same  hereby  are. 
made  parties  to  said  proceeding;  and 

(c)  That  NEES,  Merrimack,  Southern 
Berkshire,  Suburban,  Weymouth,  and 


NOTICES 


Worcester  file  an  answer  or  answers  with  the  plan  are  proper  and  in  accord  with 
the  Secretary  of  the  Commission  on  or  sound  accounting  principles, 
before  September  15,  1958,  to  the  allega-  It  is  further  ordered.  That  at  said  hear- 
tions  contained  in  Parts  II  and  III  hereof,  ing  evidence  shall  be  adduced  with  re¬ 
in  the  form  prescribed  by  Rule  25  of  the  spect  to  the  foregoing  matters  and  ques- 
rules  and  regulations  under  the  act.  tions. 

Any  of  such  allegations  which  are  not  It  is  further  ordered.  That  jurisdic- 
denied  or  otherwise  controverted  shall  tion  be,  and  it  hereby  is,  reserved  tc 
be  deemed  to  be  admitted  for  the  pur-  separate,  in  whole  or  in  part,  either  fox 
pose  of  these  proceedings.  hearing  or  for  disposition,  any  issues  ox 

It  is  further  ordered.  That  the  hearing  questions  which  may  arise  in  these  pro¬ 
in  the  consolidated  proceedings  be  held  ceedings,  and  to  take  such  other  actior 
on  the  30th  day  of  September,  1958,  at  as  may  appear  conducive  to  an  orderly 
10:00  a.  m.,  at  the  offices  of  the  Securi-  prompt,  and  economical  disposition  ol 
ties  and  Exchange  Commission,  425  the  matters  involved. 

Second  Street  NW.,  Washington  25,  D.  C.,  It  is  further  ordered,  That  the  Secre- 
in  such  room  as  may  be  designated  on  tary  of  the  Commission  shall  serve  noticx 
such  date  by  the  hearing  room  clerk,  of  such  hearing  by  mailing  a  copy  of  thix 
Any  persons  desiring  to  be  heard  in  con-  order  by  registered  mail  to  NEES,  Merri- 
nection  with  these  proceedings  or  pro-  mack,  Southern  Berkshire,  Suburban 
posing  to  intervene  therein  shall  file  Weymouth,  and  Worcester,  to  the  Fed 
with  the  Secretary  of  the  Commission,  on  eral  Power  Commission,  and  to  The  De 
or  before  September  25,  1958,  a  written  partment  of  Public  Utilities  of  Massa 
request  relative  thereto  as  provided  in  chusetts,  and  that  said  notice  of  saic 
Rule  XVII  of  the  Commission’s  rules  of  hearing  be  given  to  all  other  interestex 
practice.  persons  by  a  general  release  of  the  Com 

It  is  further  ordered.  That  Sidney  J.  mission  and  by  publication  of  this  orde: 
Feiler  or  any  other  officer  or  officers  of  in  the  Federal  Register. 
the  Commisison  designated  by  it  for  that  It  is  further  ordered,  That  NEES  mai 
purpose  shall  preside  at  the  hearing  in  a  copy  of  this  notice  and  order  to  al 
such  matter.  The  officer  so  designated  stockholders  of  record  of  Merrimack 
to  preside  at  any  such  hearing  is  hereby  Southern  Berkshire,  Suburban,  Wey 
authorized  to  exercise  all  the  powers  mouth,  and  Worcester,  at  least  twent; 
granted  to  the  Commission  under  section  days  prior  to  the  date  herein  fixed  as  th 
18  (c)  of  said  act  and  to  a  hearing  officer  date  for  hearing, 
under  the  Commission’s  rules  of  practice. 

V.  The  Division  having  advised  the  By  the  Commlsslon- 
Commission  that,  upon  the  basis  of  its  [seal]  Orval  L.  DuBois, 

preliminary  examination  of  the  affairs  Secretary. 

of  NEES,  the  corporate  structures  of  its  R  Doc  58_  1958 

subsidiary  companies  engaged  solely  m  1  8-45  a  ml 

the  electric  utility  business  and  having 

publicly-held  common  stock,  and  of  a  __ __ 

preliminary  study  of  said  plan  of  NEES, 

the  following  matters  and  questions  are  [File  No.  1-3340] 

presented  for  consideration  at  such  hear¬ 
ing  without  prejudice,  however,  to  the  Kaiser  Industries  Corp. 

presentation  of  additional  matters  and  notice  of  application  to  withdraw  froi 
questions  upon  further  examination:  listing  and  registration,  and  of  op 

1.  Whether  the  allegations  contained  portunity  for  hearing 


Washington  25,  D.  C.  If  no  one  requests 
a  hearing  on  this  matter,  this  applies 
tion  will  be  determined  by  order  of  the 
Commission  on  the  basis  of  the  facts 
stated  in  the  application  and  other  in¬ 
formation  contained  in  the  official  file 
of  the  Commission  pertaining  to  the 
matter. 

By  the  Commission. 

[seal]  Orval  L.  DuBois. 

Secretary. 

[P.  R.  Doc.  58-6331;  Piled,  Aug.  7,  H* 
8:46  a.  m.] 
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[Pile  No.  70-37201 
N  Pennsylvania  Power  Co. 

flUCB  OF  PROPOSED  ISSUANCE  AND  SALK 
Ir  COMPETITIVE  BIDDING  OP  PRINCIPAL 
jHOtTNT  OF  BONDS 

August  1,  1958. 

Notice  is. hereby  given  that  Pennsyl¬ 
vania  Power  Company  (“Pennsylvania”) , 
public-utility  subsidiary  of  Ohio  Edi- 
Ln  Company  (“Ohio”),  a  registered 
holding  company  and  a  public-utility 
company,  has  filed  with  this  Commission 
Application  pursuant  to  the  Public 
Utility  Holding  Company  Act  of  1935 
(“act"),  designating  section  6  (b)  of  the 
,ct  and  Rules  42  and  50  promulgated 
I  thereunder  as  applicable  to  the  proposed 
I  transactions. 

All  interested  persons  are  referred  to 
said  application  for  a  statement  of  the 
.  proposed  transactions,  which  are  sum¬ 
marized  as  follows: 

Pennsylvania  proposes  to  issue  and 
sell,  pursuant  to  the  competitive  bidding 
I  requirements  of  Rule  50,  $8,000,000  prin- 
‘  cipal  amount  of  its  First  Mortgage  Bonds 
(“new  bonds”) ,  __  Percent  Series,  to  be 
dated  as  of  the  first  of  the  month  in 
which  the  bonds  are  issued  and  to  ma¬ 
ture  on  the  thirtieth  anniversary  of  such 
date.  The  interest  rate  on  the  new  bonds 
(which  shall  be  expressed  in  a  multiple 
of  y,  of  1  percent)  and  the  price  (exclu¬ 
sive  of  accrued  interest)  to  be  paid  to 
Pennsylvania  (which  shall  not  be  less 
than  100  percent  nor  more  than  102% 
percent,  of  the  principal  amount)  will 
be  determined  by  the  competitive 
bidding. 

The  new  bonds  are  proposed  to  be  is¬ 
sued  under  Pennsylvania’s  Indenture  taf 
Mortgage  and  Deed  of  Trust  dated  as 
of  November  1,  1945  to  The  First  Na¬ 
tional  Bank  of  the  City  of  New  York 
(now  by  merger  The  First  National  City 
Bank  of  New  York) ,  as  Trustee,  as  here¬ 
tofore  amended  and  supplemented  and 
as  proposed  to  be  amended  and  supple¬ 
mented  by  a  Fifth  Supplemental  Inden¬ 
ture  to  be  dated  as  of  the  first  day  of 
the  month  in  which  the  new  bonds  are 
to  be  issued. 

Pennsylvania  proposes  to  apply  the 
proceeds  from  the  sale  of  the  new  bonds, 
together  with  such  treasury  funds  as 
may  be  required,  to  the  redemption  of 
the  $8,000,000  principal  amount  of  its 
presently  outstanding  First  Mortgage 
Bonds,  5  percent  Series  due  1987,  at  the 
redemption  price  of  105.78  percent  of  the 
principal  amount  thereof  if  redeemed 
prior  to  October  1,  1958,  or  at  105.58 
percent  of  the  principal  amount  thereof 
if  redeemed  subsequent  to  September 
30,  1958,  in  either  case,  plus  accrued 
Interest  to  the  date  of  redemption. 

The  application  states  that  the  Penn- 
tflvania  Public  Utility  Commission  has 
jurisdiction  over  the  proposed  issue  and 
sale  by  Pennsylvania  of  the  new  bonds 
and  that  it  and  the  Federal  Power  Com¬ 
mission  have  jurisdiction  over  the  pro¬ 
posed  accounting  in  connection  with  the 
redemption  of  the  5  percent  Series  bonds 
due  1987. 

Estimates  of  fees  and  expenses  in  con¬ 
ation  with  the  proposed  transactions 
fill  be  filed  by  amendment. 


Notice  is  further  given  that  any  inter¬ 
ested  person  may,  not  later  than  August 
18,  1958,  at  5:30  p.  m.,  request  the  Com¬ 
mission  in  writing  that  a  hearing  be 
held  on  such  matters,  stating  the  nature 
of  his  interest,  the  reasons  for  such  re¬ 
quest,  and  the  issues  of  fact  or  law  raised 
by  said  filing  which  he  desires  to  con¬ 
trovert,  or  he  may  request  that  he  be 
notified  if  the  Commission  should  order 
a  hearing  thereon.  Any  such  request 
should  be  addressed:  Secretary,  Securi¬ 
ties  and  Exchange  Commission,  Wash¬ 
ington  25,  D.  C.  At  any  time  after  said* 
date,  the  application  as  filed  or  as  it  may 
hereafter  be  amended,  may  be  granted 
or  permitted  to  become  effective,  as  pro- . 
vided  in  Rule  23  of  the  rules  and  regula¬ 
tions  promulgated  under  the  act,  or  the 
Commission  may  grant  exemption  from 
its  rules  as  provided  in  Rules  20  (a) 
and  100  or  take  such  other  action  as  it 
may  deem  appropriate. 

By  the  Commission. 

[SEAL]  ORVAL  L.  DUBOIS, 

Secretary. 

[F.  R.  Doc.  58-6332;  Filed,  Aug.  7,  1958; 

8:46  a.m.]  ^ 


INTERSTATE  COMMERCE 
COMMISSION 

Fourth  Section  Applications  for 
Relief 

August  5, 1958.- 

Protests  to  the  granting  of  an  appli¬ 
cation  must  be  prepared  in  accordance 
with  Rule  40  of  the  general  rules  of 
practice  (49  CFR  1.40)  and  filed  within 
15  days  from  the  date  of  publication  of 
this  notice  in  the  Federal  Register. 

LONG-AND-SHORT  HAUL 

FSA  No.  34859:  Substituted  service — 
Pennsylvania  Railroad  for  Midwest 
Haulers,  Inc.  (No.  7),  for  interested  car¬ 
riers.  Rates  on  freight  loaded  in  trailers 
and  transported  on  railroad  flat  cars  be¬ 
tween  substitution  points  in  official  ter¬ 
ritory  described  in  the  application  be¬ 
tween  which  The  Pennsylvania  Railroad 
is  substituted  for  the  motor  carrier. 

Grounds  for  relief :  Motor  truck  com¬ 
petition. 

FSA  No.  34860:  Fine  coal — Alabama 
mines  to  Harryat,  Ga.  Filed  by  O.  W. 
South,  Jr.,  Agent  (SFA  No.  A3710),  for 
interested  rail  carriers.  Rates  on  fine 
coal,  carloads,  as  described  in  the  appli¬ 
cation  from  mines  in  Alabama  on  the 
Birmingham  Southern  Railroad  and 
Central  of  Georgia  Railway  to  Harryat, 
Ga. 

Grounds  for  relief:  Market  competi¬ 
tion  in  connection  with  natural  gas 
competitor  rates. 

Tariff:  Supplement  46  to  Central  of 
Georgia  Railway  Company  tariff  I.  C.  C. 
3297. 

FSA  No.  34861:  Substituted  service — 
Rail  for  motor — C.  R.  I.  &  P.  R.  R.  Filed 
by  Middlewest  Motor  Freight  Bureau, 
Agent  (No.  112),  for  interested  carriers. 
Rates  on  freight  loaded  in  highway  trail¬ 
ers  and  transported  on  railroad  flat  cars 
between  Chicago  (Burr  Oak) ,  Ill.,  on  the 
one  hand,  Kansas  City  (Armourdale), 
Kans.,  on  the  other. 


Grounds  for  relief:  Motor  truck 
competition. 

Tariff:  Supplement  79  to  Middlewest 
Motor  Freight  Bureau,  Agent,  tariff  MF- 
I.  C.  C.  223. 

FSA  No.  34862:  Substituted  service — 
Rail  for  motor — C.  &  E.  I.  R.  R.  Filed  by 
Middlewest  Motor  Freight  Bureau, 
Agent  (No.  113),  for  interested  carriers. 
Rates  on  freight  loaded  in  highway  trail¬ 
ers  and  transported  on  railroad  flat  cars 
between  Chicago,  Ill.,  on  the  one  hand, 
and  East  St..  Louis  and  Mitchell,  HI.,  on 
the  other. 

Grounds  for  relief :  Motor  truck  com¬ 
petition. 

Tariff:  Supplement  79  to  Middlewest 
Motor  Freight  Bureau,  Agent,  tariff  MF- 
I.  C.  C.  223. 

FSA  No.  34863:  Newsprint  paper — Ala¬ 
bama  and  Tennessee  points  to  Houston, 
Tex.  Filed  by  O.  W.  South,  Jr.,  Agent 
(SFA  No.  A3711) ,  for  interested  rail  car¬ 
riers.  Rates  on  newsprint  paper,  car¬ 
loads  from  Childersburg  and  Coosa  Pines, 
Ala.,  and  Calhoun,  Tenn.,  to  Houston, 
Tex. 

Grounds  for  relief :  Barge  competition 
from  Calhoun,  Tenn.,  and  market  com¬ 
petition  from  the  Alabama  origins. 

Tariff:  Supplement  13  to  Southern 
Freight  Association  tariff  I.  C.  C.  1576. 

FSA  No.  34864:  Substituted  service— ■ 
Rail  for  motor — C.  G.  W.  Ry.  Filed  by 
Middlewest  Motor  Freight  Bureau, 
Agent  (No.  Ill),  for  interested  carriers. 
Rates  on  freight  loaded  in  highway  trail¬ 
ers  and  transported  on  railroad  flat  cars 
between  Kansas  City,  Mo.,  and  St.  Paul, 
Minn. 

Grounds  for  relief:  Motor  truck 
competition. 

Tariff:  Supplement  79  to  Middlewest 
Motor  Freight  Bureau,  Agent,  tariff  MF- 
I.  C.  C.  223. 

FSA  No.  34865:  Gypsumboard  paper 
from  Pryor,  Okla.,  to  Indiana  and  Ohio 
points.  Filed  by  Southwestern  Freight  ' 
Bureau,  Agent  (No.  B-7345),  for  inter¬ 
ested  rail  carriers.  Rates  on  gypsum¬ 
board  paper,  carloads  from  Pryor  (in¬ 
cludes  Oklahoma  Ordnance  Works) , 
Okla.,  to  East  Shoals  and  Willow  Valley, 
Ind.,  and  Port  Clinton,  Ohio. 

Grounds  for  relief :  Short-line  distance 
formula. 

Tariff :  Supplement  29  to  Southwestern 
Freight  Bureau  tariff  I.  C.  C.  No.  4215. 

By  the  Commission. 

[seal]  Harold  D.  McCoy, 

Secretary. 

[P.  R.  Doc.  58-6161;  Filed,  Aug.  7.  1958;  * 
-  8:45  a.  m.] 


[Notice  11] 

Motor  Carrier  Transfer  Proceedings 
August  5, 1958. 

Synopses  of  orders  entered  pursuant 
to  section  212  (b)  of  the  Interstate  Com¬ 
merce  Act,  and  rules  and  regulations 
prescribed  thereunder  (49  CFR  Part  179) , 
appear  below: 

As  provided  in  the  Commission’s  spe¬ 
cial  rules  of  practice  any  interested  per¬ 
son  may  file  a  petition  seeking  recon¬ 
sideration  of  the  following  numbered 
proceedings  within  20  days  from  the  date 
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NOTICES 


of  publication  of  this  notice.  Pursuant 
to  section  17  (8)  of  the  Interstate  Com¬ 
merce  Act,  the  filing  of  such  a  petition 
will  postpone  the  effective  date  of  the 
order  in  that  proceeding  pending  its 
disposition.  The  matters  relied  upon  by 
petitioners  must  be  specified  in  their 
petitions  with  particularity. 

No.  MC-FC  61258.  By  order  of  July 
30,  1958,  the  Transfer  Board  approved 
the  transfer  to  Samuel  Tischler,  Rosen- 
hayn,  N.  J.,  of  a  portion  of  certificate  in 
No.  MC  44117,  issued  August  31,  1949  to 
Cohansey  Transport,  a  corporation, 
Bridgeton,  N.  J.,  authorizing  the  trans¬ 
portation  of:  Agricultural  commodities, 
from  Hammonton,  Bridgeton,  Landis- 
ville  and  Vineland,  N.  J.,  to  Baltimore, 
Md.,  Boston,  Mass.,  Philadelphia,  Pa., 
New  York,  N.  Y.,  and  Washington,  D.  C., 
and  empty  agricultural  commodity  con¬ 
tainers  on  the  return.  Matthew  Aaron, 
70  North  Laurel  Street,  Bridgeton,  N.  J., 
for  applicants. 

No.  MC-FC  61337.  By  order  of  July 

28,  1958,  the  Transfer  Board  approved 
the  transfer  to  Anna  Manculich,  doing 
business  as  Sanitary  Transfer,  Pitts¬ 
burgh,  Pennsylvania,  of  permits  in  Nos. 
MC  42065  and  Subs  1,  2,  4,  and  7,  issued 
August  6,  1937,  November  18,  1949,  April 

29,  1953,  April  26,  1957,  and  May  27, 
1958,  respectively,  the  record  holder  of 
which  is  transferor,  Alex  Manculich, 
Anna  Manculich,  Executrix,  and  the  sub¬ 
stitution  of  the  operating  rights  in 
Docket  No.  MC  42065  Sub  8,  published  in 
the  Federal  Register  February  13,  1958, 
on  Page  961,  authorizing  the  transporta¬ 
tion  of  bakery  products,  empty  contain¬ 
ers  therefor,  and  materials,  equipment 
and  supplies,  incidental  to  the  produc¬ 
tion  of  bakery  products,  and  potato 
chips,  and  empty  containers  therefor, 
from  to,  and  between  specified  points  in 
Pennsylvania,  West  Virginia,  Ohio,  and 
Maryland.  John  A.  Vuono,  Delisi  and 
Wick,  1211  Berger  Building,  Pittsburgh 
19,  Pennsylvania,  for  applicants. 

No.  MC-FC  61341.  By  order  of  July 

30,  1958  the  Transfer  Board  approved 
the  transfer  to  Donald  Terdina  Ross, 
doing  business  as  Beck’s  Storage  and 
Moving,  West  Caldwell,  N.  J.,  of  Certifi¬ 
cate  No.  MC  65025,  issued  August  19, 1952, 
to  Frieda  E.  Beck  doing  business  as 
Beck’s  Storage  and  Moving,  West  Cald¬ 
well,  N.  J.,  authorizing  the  transporta¬ 
tion  of  household  goods,  as  defined  by 
the  Commission,  over  irregular  routes, 
between  points  in  Essex,  Mercer,  Somer¬ 
set,  Passaic,  Bergen,  Hunterdon,  Sussex, 
Morris,  and  Hudson  Counties,  N.  J.,  on 
the  one  hand,  and,  on  the  other,  points  in 
Massachusetts,  Connecticut,  Pennsyl¬ 
vania,  New  York,  and  New  Jersey.  John 
J.  Grossman,  Counsellor  at  law,  275 
Bloomfield  Avenue,  Caldwell,  N.  J.,  for 
applicants. 

No.  MC-FC  61359.  By  order  of  July 

31,  1958,  the  Transfer  Board  approved 
the  transfer  to  Decatur  Seaway  Motor 
Express,  Inc.,  Kansas  City,  Kansas,  of 
Certificates  Nos.  MC  68909,  MC  68909  Sub 
25,  MC  68909  Sub  27,  MC  68909  Sub  28, 
MC  68909  Sub  29,  MC  68909  Sub  30,  MC 
68909  Sub  31,  MC  68909  Sub  32,  MC  68909 
Sub  33,  MC  68909  Sub  37,  MC  68909  Sub 
39,  MC  68909  Sub  40,  MC  68909  Sub  41, 


MC  68909  Sub  43,  MC  68909  Sub  44,  MC 
68909  SUb  45,  MC  68909  Sub  46,  MC  68909 
Sub  47,  MC  68909  Sub  49,  MC  68909  Sub 
50,  MC  68909  Sub  53,  and  MC  68909  Sub 
54,  issued  April  22,  1948,  May  20,  1948, 
November  4,  1948,  January  16,  1950,  No¬ 
vember  4,  1948,  May  24,  1948,  August  11, 
1948,  November  10,  1949,  January  10, 
1950,  December  4,  1951,  November  2, 
1953,  January  5,  1953,  September  3,  1953, 
December  17, 1954,  April  14, 1955,  April  1, 
1955,  December  4,  1956,  March  7,  1957, 
May  7,  1957,  September  16,  1957,  June  2, 
1958,  and  May  13,  1958,  respectively,  to 
Decatur  Cartage  Co.,  Chicago,  Illinois, 
and  the  substitution  of  transferee  as 
applicant  in  application  No.  MC  68909 
Sub  56.  The  above  certificates  authorize 
transportation  over  regular  routes  of 
general  commodities,  with  exceptions, 
between  designated  points  in  the  states 
of  Illinois,  Indiana,  Missouri,  and  Ohio, 
including  among  other  points,  Chicago, 
Evanston,  Peoria,  Decatur,  East  St.  Louis 
and  Joliet,  Ill.,  Gary,  Hammond,  Indian¬ 
apolis,  Muncie,  South  Bend,  Terre  Haute, 
Ind.,  St.  Louis,  Mo.,  and  Akron,  Cincin¬ 
nati,  Cleveland,  Columbus,  Dayton,  Lima, 
Springfield  and  Toledo,  Ohio;  general 
commodities  including  dangerous  ex¬ 
plosives,  between  Terre  Haute,  Ind.,  and 
Prairie  Creek  or  the  Vigo  Ordnance  De¬ 
pot,  Ind.;  and,  over  irregular  route.  Iron 
and  steel  articles  as  described  in  Group 
n  and  HI  of  appendix  V  to  the  report  in 
Descriptions  in  Motor  Carrier  Certifi¬ 
cates  61  M.  C.  C.  209,  from  Aurora,  Ind., 
to  points  in  Indiana,  restricted  to  ship¬ 
ments  having  an  immediately  prior 
movement  by  water  carrier.  W.  E.  Grif¬ 
fin  and  Lee  Reeder,  1012  Baltimore  Ave¬ 
nue,  Kansas  City  5,  Mo.,  for  transferee 
Jack  Goodman,  39  South  La  Salle, 
Chicago,  Ill.,  for  transferor. 

No.  MC-FC  61391.  By  order  of  July 
30,  1958,  the  Transfer  Board  approved 
the  transfer  to  Sun  Transportation,  Inc., 
Somerville,  New  Jersey,  of  a  portion  of 
certificate  in  No.  MC  2860,  issued  to  Vic¬ 
tory  Transportation,  Inc.,  Vineland,  New 
Jersey,  authorizing  the  transportation 
of  general  commodities  with  certain  ex¬ 
ceptions,  including  household  goods,  over 
irregular  routes,  between  points  in  Salem 
County,  N.  J.,  on  the  one  hand,  and,  on 
the  other,  points  in  New  Jersey,  New 
York,  Connecticut,  Massachusetts,  Rhode 
Island,  Delaware,  Pennsylvania,  and 
Maryland.  Irving  Abrams,  Brodsky  and 
Lieberman,  1776  Broadway,  New  York  19, 
N.  Y.,  for  applicants. 

No.  MC-FC  61^31.  By  order  of  July 
30,  1958,  the  Transfer  Board  approved 
the  transfer  to  Elliott  Liston  and  Charles 

H.  Liston,  a  partnership,  doing  business 
as  Elliott  Liston  &  Son,  Flat  Rock,  Illi¬ 
nois,  of  certificate  in  No.  MC  106538  Sub 

I,  issued  October  24,  1948,  to  William 
Heath,  doing  business  as  Bill  Health  & 
Son,  Sumner,  Illinois,  of  livestock,  agri¬ 
cultural  implements,  machinery  and 
equipment  and  parts  therefor,  between 
points  in  Lawrence  County,  Ill.,  on  the 
one  hand,  and,  on  the  other,  Indian¬ 
apolis,  Ind.,  and  points  in  Knox,  Gibson, 
and  Vanderburgh  Counties,  Ind.,  and 
coal  from  points  in  Gibson,  Knox,  and 
Spencer  Counties,  Ind.,  to  points  in 
Lawrence  County,  Ill.  W.  L.  Jordon, 


201-2  Merchants  Savings  Building  i 
South  Sixth  Street,  Terre  HauJ 
Indiana,  for  applicants. 

[seal]  Harold  D.  McCot 

Secretary, 

[F.  R.  Doc.  58-6328;  Filed,  Aug  7 

8:45  a.  m.] 

DEPARTMENT  OF  JUSTICE 

Office  of  the  Attorney  General 

[Order  No.  168-58] 

Director,  Bureau  of  Prisons 

DELEGATION  OF  AUTHORITY  RELATING  ID  15. 

TABLISHMENT  OF  FEDERAL  PRISON  CUD 

AT  SAFFORD,  ARIZONA 

By  virtue  of  the  authority  vested  in 
me  by  section  4125  of  title  18  of  the 
United  States  Code,  I  hereby  authorize 
the  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  Prisons 
to  establish,  equip,  and  maintain  a  Fed. 
eral  Prison  Camp  at  Safford,  Arizona, 
and  I  hereby  designate  that  camp  as  a  • 
place  for  confinement  of  persons  am. 
victed  of  offenses  against  the  laws  of  the 
United  States,  and  authorize  the  com¬ 
mitment  and  transfer  thereto  of  such 
United  States  prisoners  as  the  Director 
of  the  Bureau  of  Prisons  may  order  from 
time  to  time.  Prisoners  committed  and 
transferred  to  that  camp  may  be  em¬ 
ployed  in  such  manner  as  is  authorized 
by  section  4125  and  may  receive  so  much 
of  the  commutation  of  sentence  for 
good  conduct  authorized  by  section  4162 
as  the  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  Prisons 
may  in  his  discretion  approve. 

Dated:  July  29,  1958. 

William  P.  Rogers, 
Attorney  General. 

[F.  R.  Doc.  58-6340;  Filed,  Aug.  7,  1958; 

8:48  a.  m.] 
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Office  of  Alien  Property 

Gerardus  B.  A.  Dols 

NOTICE  OF  INTENTION  TO  RETURN  VESTED 
PROPERTY 

Pursuant  to  section  32  (f)  of  the  Trad¬ 
ing  With  the  Enemy  Act,  as  amended, 
notice  is  hereby  given  of  intention  to  re¬ 
turn,  on  or  after  30  days  from  the  date 
of  publication  hereof,  the  following  prop¬ 
erty,  subject  to  any  increase  or  decrease 
resulting  from  the  administration 
thereof  prior  to  return,  and  after  ade¬ 
quate  provision  for  taxes  and  conserva¬ 
tory  expenses: 

Claimant,  Claim  No.,  Property,  and  Location 

Gerardus  B.  A.  Dols,  Berg  &  Dalseweg  109, 
Nijmegen,  The  Netherlands;  Claim  No.  61580; 
$645.74  in  the  Treasury  of  the  United  State*.  ' 
Vesting  Order  No.  17837. 

Executed  at  Washington,  D.  C.,  on 
July  31, 1958. 

For  the  Attorney  General. 

T  seal  ]  Paul  V.  Myron, 

Deputy  Director,  J 
Office  of  Alien  Property. 

[F.  R.  Doc.  58-6338;  Filed,  Aug.  7,  1958; 
8:48  a.  m.j 


August  8,  1958 


FEDERAL  REGISTER 


friday , 

B.  VAN  Baren 

-OtlCI  OT  INTENTION  TO  RETURN  VESTED 
PROPERTY 

pursuant  to  section  32  (f)  of  the  Trad- 
in*  With  the  Enemy  Act,  as  amended, 
notice  is  hereby  given  of  intention  to 
rtturn,  on  or  after  30  days  from  the  date 
of  publication  hereof,  the  following  prop¬ 
el  subject  to  any  increase  or  decrease 


resulting  from  the  administration 
thereof  prior  to  return,  and -after  ade¬ 
quate  provision  for  taxes  and  conserva¬ 
tory  expenses: 

Claimant ,  Claim  No.,  Property,  and  Location 

B.  van  Baren,  Bergweg  17-19,  Bergschen- 
hoek,  The  Netherlands;  Claim  No.  61277; 
$134.95  in  the  Treasury  of  the  United  States. 
Vesting  Order  No.  17836. 


Executed  at  Washington,  D.  C.,  on 
July  31, 1958. 

For  the  Attorney  General. 

t 

[seal]  Paul  V.  Myron, 

Deputy  Director, 
Office  of  Alien  Property. 

[P.  R.  Doc.  58-6339;  Filed.  Aug.  7,  1958; 
8:48  a.  m.] 


